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1 
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
"Most Americans assume that all children go to school. This is not 
true." 
According to the Children's Defense Fund (20, p.l), analysis of 1970 
U.S. Bureau of the Census data on nonenrollment^, "nearly two million 
children 7 to 17 years of age were not enrolled in school. Over one 
million were between 7 and 15 years of age and more than three-quarters of 
a million were between the ages of 7 and 13." 
Further, the census data probably does not reveal the real dimen­
sions of the "out of school" problem in America. The only children 
included in the census data and the Children's Defense Fund survey were 
those who were physically out of school. There are many handicapped 
children who are excluded functionally or partially in that their prob­
lems have not been diagnosed, that they have been misdiagnosed, or that 
they have been placed in inappropriate classes where they do not learn 
or learn little. 
The National Advisory Committee on the Handicapped (1976), reports 
that about one-half of the Nation's eight million handicapped children 
do not receive an appropriate education, and about one million are 
physically excluded from the public school systems entirely (115, p. 1). 
^The Census defines nonenrollment as having been out of school 
for two or more consecutive months prior to April, 1970. 
2 
Right to An Education 
In law, as well as in national policy, education today is recog­
nized as the handicapped person's right. Moreover, that right cannot be 
abridged, even on the grounds that necessary funds are not available. 
Handicapped children are considered to have the right to whatever kind 
of education is necessary to meet their individual needs. 
The foundation for the development of a right to education for 
handicapped children lies in the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Brown v. 
Board of Education (347 U.S. 483 (1954): "In these days, it is doubtful 
that any child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is 
denied the opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity, where the 
state has undertaken to provide it, is a right which must be made avail­
able to all on equal terms" (13, p. 493). 
These fundamental rights of handicapped individuals have been fur­
ther supported in the courts in Pennsylvania Association for Retarded 
Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and Mills v. the Board 
of Education cases. In the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded 
Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (343 F. Supp. 279), the 
federal court in Pennsylvania ordered "zero reject education" meaning 
access to a free and appropriate public education for all retarded 
children, whatever the degree of retardation or associated handicap. 
The federal court in Pennsylvania ordered that the education provided to 
children must be based on the program needs and training appropriate to 
each individual child (97, p. 285). Another landmark decision was 
3 
reached in Mills v. the Board of Education in 1972 (348 F. Supp. 866), 
where Judge Waddy held that the defendant could not be excused by the 
claim of insufficient funds. He states: "If sufficient funds were not 
available to finance all the services and programs that were needed and 
desirable in public school system, then available funds must be expended 
equitably in such a manner that no child is entirely excluded from a 
public supported education consistent with his needs and abilities to 
benefit therefrom. Inadequacies of the District of Columbia Public School 
System, whether occasioned by insufficient funding or administrative 
inefficiency, could not be permitted to bear more heavily on the 'excep­
tional' or handicapped child than on the normal child" (85, p. 867). 
These court decisions, federal legislation and an increasing number 
of state laws and regulations have determined that handicapped children 
have the same educational rights as other children, and that they are 
entitled to an education according to their needs, at public expense, 
whether it be in special classes or in regular classes, or both, and that 
schools must be changed to accommodate the handicapped children and their 
needs. 
The State of Iowa took a step forward in establishing the means to 
provide appropriate instructional programs and services for handicapped 
children in May of 1974 when Governor Ray signed into law Senate File 
1163, 65th General Assembly, establishing the Area Education Agencies 
and amending Chapter 281, Education of Children Requiring Special Educa­
tion. This legislation abolished the county and joint county school 
systems effective July 1, 1975. 
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The general intent of the legislation was to provide an effective, 
efficient and economical means of identifying and serving children re­
quiring special education, providing media services, and providing other 
needed service to local school districts (21, p. 13,62). 
The Federal Government in November of 1975, also took a significant 
step forward with the enactment of the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act, Public Law 94-142. This legislation is significant in that 
it has no expiration date, it establishes a rather specific commitment 
to all handicapped children, and it sets forth as national policy the 
proposition that education must be extended to handicapped persons as 
their fundamental right (121). 
The passage of legislation at the federal and state level has had a 
great impact on the general education curriculum. The National Education 
Association (NEA) supports a free appropriate education for all handi­
capped students in a least restrictive environment (Resolution 77-33) 
which is determined by maximum teacher involvement. However, the Associ­
ation recognizes that to implement Public Law 94-142 effectively: 
a. A favorable learning experience must be created both for 
handicapped and nonhandicapped students. 
b. Regular and special education teachers and administrators 
must share equally in planning and implementation for the 
disabled. 
c. All staff should be adequately prepared for their roles 
through inservice training and retraining. 
d. All students should be adequately prepared for the program. 
e. The appropriateness of educational methods, materials, and 
supportive services must be determined in cooperation with 
classroom teachers. 
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f. The classroom teacher(s) should have an appeal procedure 
regarding the implementation of the program, especially 
in terms of student placement. 
g. Modifications should be made in class size, using a weighted 
formula, scheduling, and curriculum design to accommodate, 
the demands of the program. 
h. There must be a systematic evaluation and reporting of 
program developments using a plan which recognizes 
individual differences. 
i. Adequate funding must be provided and then used exclusively 
for this program. 
j. The classroom teacher (s) must have a major role in determining 
individual educational programs and should become members 
of school assessment teams. 
k. Adequate released time must be made available for teachers 
so that they can carry out the increased demands upon them. 
1. Staff reduction will not result from implementation of the 
program. 
m. Additional benefits negotiated for handicapped students 
through local collective bargaining agreements must be 
honored. 
n. Communication among all involved parties is essential to the 
success of the program (105, p. 25). 
The Massachusetts comprehensive special education law of 1972, 
Chapter 766, addresses the topic of mainstreaming handicapped children 
in that no more than four handicapped children are to be placed in a 
regular classroom at a given time (100, p. 64). In addition collective 
negotiation provisions, of the Lodi School District, Lodi, California, 
and Denver, Colorado, have been developed which utilize a "weighted 
system" whereby class load can be reduced when handicapped children are 
included (74, p. 1 and 1, pp. 23-24). In Iowa, neither the collective 
negotiation statute (Chapter 20, Iowa Code), nor the statutes relating to 
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education (Chapters 257, 273, 281, Iowa Code), or the rules governing 
special education programs and services address the issue of class size 
in the regular classroom when handicapped pupils are mainstreamed. 
Problem and Hypotheses 
Three years have elapsed since the implementation of Iowa's Area 
Education Agencies (AEA) and approximately one year since the implementa­
tion of P.L. 94-142. How do various professional groups perceive the 
status of special education in Iowa? What are their reactions to the 
different alternative instructional strategies used in special education? 
What are the implications concerning training and the delineation of 
respective roles and responsibilities between special education and 
general education personnel? What are the attitudes toward the 
"least restrictive environment" and "mainstreaming" concept? The purpose 
of this study was to survey perceptions of selected general and special 
education personnel concerning the status of special education in Iowa. 
The groups selected to be surveyed included the administrators of the 
area education agencies, the directors of special education from the area 
education agencies, superintendents from local school districts, princi­
pals of elementary and secondary schools, special education teachers, 
and general education teachers. 
It was assumed that these six groups would have definite perceptions 
concerning special education programs and services due to their involve­
ment in providing these services. A comparison of views of philosophies, 
needs, best practices and procedures was believed to be useful in 
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identifying the strengths and weaknesses and future directions for special 
education instructional programs and services in Iowa. 
The following null hypotheses were tested: 
1. There are no significant differences (p < .05) among the 
attitudes of the groups surveyed toward "mainstreaming" 
handicapped pupils into general education classrooms. 
Specifically as mainstreaming relates to: 
a) all instructional programs for children requiring special 
education. 
b) instructional programs for severely handicapped pupils. 
1) for children with severe hearing impairments 
2) for children with severe emotional disabilities, and 
3) for children with severe mental disabilities. 
c) instructional programs for moderately handicapped pupils. 
1) for children with moderate hearing impairments 
2) for children with moderate emotional disabilities, and 
3) for children with moderate mental disabilities. 
d) instructional programs for mildly handicapped pupils. 
1) for children with mild hearing impairments 
2) for children with mild emotional disabilities, and 
3) for children with mild mental disabilities. 
2. There are no significant differences (p < .05) among the 
attitudes of the groups surveyed concerning: 
a) leadership provided in promoting special education programs 
by the following positions: 
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1) the local school district superintendent 
2) regular classroom teachers 
3) the Area Education Agency (AEA) administrator 
4) special education teachers, and 
5) the AEA director of special education. 
b) staffing patterns in serving all handicapped pupils. 
1) staffing patterns in serving severely handicapped pupils 
2) staffing patterns in serving.moderately handicapped 
pupils, and 
3) staffing patterns in serving mildly handicapped pupils. 
c) responsibilities of regular and special education personnel 
in programming for handicapped pupils. 
There are no significant differences (p < .05) among the 
attitudes of the groups surveyed in their perceptions of: 
a) the adequacy of their preparation to function in their 
respective roles with handicapped pupils, and 
b) sources which provide information concerning handicapped 
pupils. 
Specifically through: 
1) college coursework 
2) inservice programming by the Department of Public 
Instruction 
3) inservice programming by the AEA 
4) inservice programming by the local school district, and 
5) professional organizations. 
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4. There are no significant differences (p < .05) among the 
attitudes of the groups surveyed concerning various 
alternative educational strategies deemed appropriate in 
programming for handicapped pupils. Specifically in: 
a) limiting the number of handicapped pupils placed in a 
given regular education classroom. 
b) the utilization of a nongraded educational program. 
c) the use of team teaching. 
d) the use of educational aides. 
e) the utilization of consultative services, and 
f) reducing class size when handicapped pupils are placed in a 
regular education program. 
Delimitations and Definition of Terms 
In this study special education referred to instructional programs 
and services necessary to train and educate children handicapped in 
obtaining an education. '"Children requiring special education' means 
persons under twenty-one years of age, including children under five years 
of age, who are handicapped in obtaining an education because of physical, 
mental, emotional, communication, or learning disability, or who are 
chronically disruptive" as specified in Chapter 281, Iowa Code, 1977, 
and as defined in the Iowa Administrative Code (Rules of Special 
Education), 1977. 
The study was mainly directed toward instructional programs pro­
vided for children requiring special education. Four broad categories 
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were utilized in the construction of the survey instrument. The first 
section dealt with general questions related to instructional programs 
across all disability areas. The second section dealt with items re­
lated to instructional services provided for severely handicapped 
pupils who were defined as pupils weighted at 4.2 and who are generally 
placed in a self-contained classroom with no integration into the gen­
eral education program. The third section of the survey dealt with items 
related to instructional programming for moderately handicapped pupils. 
Moderately handicapped pupils were defined as children who require full-
time self-contained special education placement with little or no 
integration into the general education classroom and who were assigned 
a weighting of 2.0. Fourth, mildly handicapped pupils were defined as 
children who received part of their instruction in a special education 
class and part of their instruction in the general education program 
and who were assigned a weighting of 1.7. 
A self-contained special class is defined as "an educational 
program serving pupils with similar special education needs to the 
degree that they require special education instruction on a full time 
basis. Such pupils ordinarily cannot profit from participation with 
regularly enrolled pupils in academic subjects but benefit from inte­
gration into other school activities" (54, pp. 4-4a). 
A special class with integration is defined as "an educational 
program for children requiring special education with similar educational 
needs who are enrolled in a special education classroom but who can 
profit from participation in one or more academic subjects with pupils 
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who are not handicapped. ... This program model shall include provisions 
for ongoing consultation and demonstration with the pupils' teachers" 
(54, p. 4a). 
A resource teaching program is defined as "an educational program 
for children requiring special education who are enrolled in a regular 
classroom program for most of the school day but who require special 
education instruction in specific skill areas on a part-time basis. 
... The teacher of the resource teaching program shall serve in no more 
than two attendance centers. This program model shall include provisions 
for ongoing consultation and demonstration with the pupil's teachers" 
(54, p. 4a). 
For the purpose of this study, "least restrictive environment" was 
defined to mean that to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped 
children are educated with children who are not handicapped. Special 
classes, separate schooling or other removal of handicapped children from 
the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature or 
severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes cannot 
be achieved satisfactorily (31, p. 42497). "Mainstreaming" was defined to 
mean the conscientious effort to place handicapped children into the 
least restrictive educational setting which is appropriate to meet their 
individual needs. 
The area education agency Administrator is the chief administrative 
position in the area education agency. The Director of Special Education 
is the top administrator over special education services in the area 
education agency. The Director of Special Education has the responsibility 
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for implementing state rules and guidelines, identifying children re­
quiring special education, assigning the appropriate "weighting" for 
instructional purposes, supervising special education personnel, and 
insuring that handicapped pupils are receiving an appropriate special 
education program. Superintendents referred to the chief administrative 
position of a local education agency. This person has broad responsibil­
ities to administer the education program provided under compulsory 
education attendance laws. For the purposes of this study, Principals 
referred to elementary, junior high and high school personnel employed 
in the capacity of principal by the local school district. Special 
Education Teachers referred to instructional personnel employed at 
either the area education agency level or local school district level 
and who have had specialized training to work with handicapped pupils. 
This group includes teachers from all disability areas. Regular Educar 
tion Teachers referred to teachers at all educational levels, elementary 
to secondary, employed at the local school district, and certified to 
teach in the general education program. 
Perceptions in this study referred to the insights, beliefs, con­
cepts and interpretations that one holds regarding a given subject, 
experience or phenomenon. They are considered important since they 
influence the decision-making process. This investigation dealt with 
perceptions surveyed by the opinionnaire approach. 
There are many services provided under the rubric of special 
education. This study dealt mainly with instructional programming. 
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Support services, such as clinical speech services, psychological 
services, social work services, consultative services, and so forth, 
were not specifically considered in this study. 
Organization of Study 
The study was organized into five chapters. Chapter one presented 
limited background information, the problem, stated hypotheses, defined 
the terms, and presented delimitations of the study. Chapter two 
provided a background for understanding the development and passage of 
federal and state legislation dealing with special education. Related 
literature and research concerning the use of surveys in special educa­
tion, attitudes, models of mainstreaming and effects of collective 
negotiations were also presented. 
Chapter three gave the methods and procedures for collecting and 
analyzing the information for this study. Chapter four presented the 
results of the survey. Chapter five offered conclusions and recommen­
dations from the investigator's interpretation of the results of the 
study. 
Summary 
Federal legislation, an increasing number of state statutes and 
regulations and court decisions have determined that handicapped children 
have the same educational rights as other children. 
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This study was undertaken to measure the perceptions of six groups 
related to their concepts of ma instreaming; their attitudes concerning 
leadership and staffing patterns in providing special education programs 
and services; their attitudes concerning the appropriateness of their 
training; and their attitudes concerning various alternative educational 
strategies in programming for handicapped children. The groups surveyed 
were those whose support or lack of support was likely to influence the 
future directions of special education in Iowa. 
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CHAPTER II, REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH 
The recent expansion in the field of special education has led to a 
great volume of literature concerning programs and services available. 
This review deals with those areas of special education related to the 
problem presented in Chapter One of this study. Those areas included 
were (1) background information related to the right to an education 
and state and federal legislation related to special education; (2) 
surveys in general, surveys related to special education services, and 
surveys related to the roles of school personnel; (3) need for pre-
service and inservice training; (4) models of mainstreaming; and, 
(5) effects of collective negotiations and professional organizations; 
Right to An Education 
As few as six to eight years ago, the law offered parents of handi­
capped children relatively little assistance in resolving handicapped 
children's most common educational problems: exclusion, misclassifica-
tion and inadequate programming. 
Actually, the Fourteenth Amendment incorporates the legal framework 
for resolving the often unclear relationships among educators, parents, 
and students (67, p. 1). Inherent in the amendment are two concepts 
which are based on the principle of fairness in applying the law: due 
process and equal protection. 
Allegations of violations of individual rights often center around 
objections to methods of disciplinary actions and procedure-forming 
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policies that are used by school officials. Procedural due process 
requires that an individual receive adequate notice of the charges 
against him/her and the nature of the evidence to support those charges, 
a hearing, and an action supported by the evidence. Substantive due 
process, on the other hand, provides that a law must meet social needs 
when tested against individual needs (18, p. 186-187). 
The equal protection clause is similar to due process. It is also 
rooted in the principle of fairness. That is, if the government or 
school officials "render a benefit (to) one person within ... a class, 
all must receive the benefit equally, and if the state deprives one 
person within a class of a benefit, all within that class must be 
deprived equally" (67, p. 10). 
The landmark Supreme Court case providing judicial approval for 
procedural rights of students was Gault v. Arizona, 1967, (387) (37). 
The issues raised in this precedent-setting case did not involve educa­
tors; however, in assuring the rights of juveniles, the court estab­
lished without a doubt the fact that juveniles (and students) have the 
constitutional rights of due process. 
The 1970's have indeed been the decade of extending rights for 
handicapped children. The right to an equal educational opportunity was 
established in Brown v. Board of Education in 1954 (13). However, it was 
not until the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (343 F. Supp. 279) case in 1972 that the 
inclusion of. handicapped children under the equal protection of the 
Fourteenth Amendment became a reality, thereby making the Brown decision 
meaningful for handicapped children. 
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The plaintiffs in the PARC case asserted that Pennsylvania's failure 
to offer any educational opportunities to severely retarded children was 
a denial of equal protection and that assignment of children to programs 
for the retarded without prior notice and the opportunity of a hearing 
was a denial of due process. In this case, the court ruled that no 
mentally retarded child shall be denied admission to a public school 
without being accorded a notice and an opportunity for a hearing. 
The same issues raised in PARC led to the case of Mills v. Board of 
Education (348 F. Supp. 866) in 1972 in which the plaintiffs allegedly 
had been "denied an education because of mental, behavioral, physical 
or emotional handicaps or deficiencies" (85) . In rendering his decision, 
Judge Waddy held that the school district could not exclude handicapped 
students, it must provide special programs for the students, and that 
insufficient funds did not provide a basis for failing to provide a 
program. 
The PARC and Mills cases establish the basic principle that no child 
can be excluded from a publicly supported education because of a handicap. 
State Legislation 
By 1976 all but two states -- Ohio and Mississippi were the 
exceptions -- had adopted statutes that made education for the handi­
capped mandatory. In the states where advocacy groups have been most 
effective, the laws are broad and comprehensive. The statutes embrace 
such matters as the training of special education personnel, the 
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acquisition of needed facilities and materials, advisory councils, 
cooperative regional arrangements, and procedures for the review and 
evaluation of programs. Some 20 states now have laws which not only 
mandate education for handicapped children but also include in that 
mandate children of preschool age (115, p» 4). 
The evolution of special education in Iowa roughly parallels that of 
the nation. The most conspicuous handicapping conditions received the 
earliest statutory recognition. 
"As early as 1849, Iowa provided modest financial support to assist 
indigent deaf, dumb, and blind individuals in obtaining an education." 
By 1853 Iowa became the fifteenth state to provide an "Asylum for the 
Blind" and two years later a private school for the deaf and dumb was 
established in Iowa City. In 1876 an "Asylum for Feeble-Minded Children" 
was established at Glenwood (111, p. 1299-1300). "By 1930, ten Iowa 
cities had established special schools or classes for the mentally and 
physically handicapped. In addition, 'crippled children' received 
academic instruction at the University of Iowa Children's Hospital" 
(111, p. 1302). 
In 1944 the state School Code Commission recommended a comprehensive 
special education statute. The Commission argued that while twenty-six 
Iowa communities had taken the initiative to develop special education 
programs, little was being done in areas where the population was sparse. 
To ameliorate this geographical discrimination, Iowa passed its first 
special education law in 1945. This statute shaped the basic organiza­
tional structure for special education in Iowa. The Act established a 
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Division of Special Education within the Department of Public Instruction 
for the "promotion, direction, and supervision of special education" 
(111, p. 1305). 
During the 1950's there was a rapid expansion of public school pro­
grams for nonhandicapped pupils. Although in theory the state's 
responsibility for education extended to all children, the general belief 
remained that public schooling was for 'normal' children and that the 
educational interests of handicapped pupils were ancillary to this main 
purpose. Even though the special education law was on the books, it was 
permissive, state appropriations were limited, and small school districts 
had neither the funds nor the population to make the establishment of a 
local special education program feasible. In 1955 the General Assembly, 
recognizing the needs of rural communities, passed legislation that per­
mitted county school boards to enter into the field of special education 
in order to coordinate county-wide special education efforts (111, 
p. 1307). 
Between 1960 and 1970 a number of factors combined to force the 
issue of special education reform in Iowa. Permissive special education 
legislation cast handicapped children upon the benevolence of the local 
school districts or county school system for the provision of services. 
Limited state aid was available for the reimbursement of excess special 
education costs and parent and advocate groups were arguing for the 
articulation of "children's rights" to an appropriate education. 
From 1971 to 1974, various legislative committees examined the issues 
surrounding the delivery of special education services in Iowa. These 
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investigations resulted in the passage of Senate File 1163, 65th General 
Assembly, establishing the Area Education Agencies and amending Chapter 
281, Education of Children Requiring Special Education. 
The general intent of the legislation was to provide an effective, 
efficient and economical means of identifying and serving children 
requiring special education, providing media services, and providing other 
needed services to local school districts (21, p. 1362). 
Specific provisions of the law were that it: 
1. abolished the county and joint county school systems effective 
July 1, 1975, and replaced them with fifteen area education agencies 
2. mandated that special education programs and services be 
provided to all children 
3. placed the instructional responsibilities for special education 
on the local school district and established a "weighting plan" to 
provide the necessary funds for the instructional programs 
4. established a system of funding the area education agency 
utilizing a program plan and budgeting process. 
The boundaries of each Area Education Agency are conterminous with 
the boundaries of the Area Vocational Schools and Community Colleges as 
established in Chapter 280A, Code of Iowa. Each Area Education Agency 
is governed by an area education board of directors whose size of 
membership ranges from a low of five members to a high of nine members. 
The board of directors for each area education agency was elected by the 
board of directors of the local school districts within the respective 
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area education agency. Each local district board was given a proportionate 
share of a vote or votes on a board member or members according to dis­
trict population (21, p. 1364-1365). 
The mandate requires local school districts to make special education 
provisions to all pupils who need them. The law specified that the Area 
Education Agency employ a director of special education whose primary 
powers and duties were to: 
1. identify children requiring special education 
2. insure that each child requiring special education received 
an appropriate special education program or service 
3. assign the appropriate "weights" for children requiring 
special education 
4. supervise special education support personnel 
5. submit "weighted enrollment counts" and special education 
program plans 
6. coordinate the special education program within the area 
served (21, p. 1364). 
The major responsibility to provide instructional programs for 
special education was given to the local school districts. The local 
school district was to provide for the program through the use of 
"weighted" enrollment. After a pupil was properly identified and 
"weighted" by the director of special education, that pupil would be 
counted in the school district's enrollment. A special education weight­
ing plan for determining enrollment in each school district was adopted 
as follows: 
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1. pupils in the regular curriculum were assigned a weighting 
of one (1) 
2. children requiring special adaptations and handicapped pupils 
who received part of their instruction in regular classrooms were 
assigned a "weighting" of one and eight-tenths (1.8) 
3. children who required full-time, self-contained special 
education placement with little integration into the regular classroom 
were assigned a "weighting" of two and two-tenths (2.2) 
4. children requiring special education who were severely handi­
capped, who had multiple handicaps, or who were chronically disruptive 
were assigned a "weighting" of four and four-tenths (4.4) (21, p. 1406). 
This counting became a part of the school district's enrollment used 
in establishing budgets under the foundation aid plan as provided in 
Chapter 442, Code of Iowa. 
In addition to instructional special education programs, the local 
school district became involved in other special education costs. The 
area education agency drafted a program plan for support services and a 
subsequent budget which was submitted to the Department of Public Instruc­
tion, Subsequent to negotiations with the Department of Public Instruc­
tion, the State Comptroller's office would notify the local school 
district as to the amount it was to include in its budget for the area 
education agency support. 
A part of this budget was for special education support services. 
Personnel such as school psychologists, social workers, speech clinic­
ians, hearing clinicians, consultants and other related staff were 
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included in these services. This budget was based on an amount per 
pupil assessed to each local district to build the area education agency-
budget. The average basic budget asking for the 1978-79 school year in 
Iowa was $61.44, ranging from a high of $74.73 (AEA 4) to a low of $50.32 
(AEA 11) (25 p. 1). Table 1 presents the average, high and low basic 
budget askings for special education support services for the 1975-76 
school year through the 1978-79 school year. 
Federal Legislation 
Of parallel importance has been the role of the Federal Government, 
particularly during the past ten to twelve years. "Actually, Federal 
support for education of the handicapped goes back a century and more — 
to 1864 and the establishment in Washington, D.C., of Gallaudet College, 
serving the deaf; and to 1879 and the creation in Lexington, Kentucky, 
of the American Printing House for the Blind." Valuable as these actions 
were, they were but a token of Federal commitment to education of the 
handicapped. In addition, it was not until the 1930's when the U.S. 
Office.of Education, then more than 60 years old, first assigned a 
member of the staff to monitor the progress of special education (115, 
p. 5) . 
A significant shift in posture was launched in 1954 when Congress 
passed legislation providing for cooperative research in education, a 
proposition regarded with such minimal enthusiasm that it was not funded 
until 1957. Meanwhile, due to the activities of advocacy groups and 
particularly to statements made by John F. Kennedy and Hubert H. 
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Table 1. The state average and the high and low budget askings for 
special education support services for the 1975-76, 1976-77, 
1977-78 and 1978-79 school years by area education agencies 
State Average High (Amount 
Per Pupil 
Generated) 
Low (Amount 
Per Pupil 
Generated) 
75-76 
School Year 
$40.00 $50.73 (AEA 1) $23.34 (AEA 2) 
76-77 
School Year 
$48.45 $60.45 (AEA 1) $40.27 (AEA 14) 
77-78 
School Year 
$55.15 $65.09 (AEA 1) $47.77 (AEA 2) 
78-79 
School Year 
$61.44 $74.73 (AEA 4) $50.32 (AEA 11) 
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Humphrey, both of whom had handicapped children in their own families, 
considerable interest was being generated in extending the Federal 
commitment to handicapped children. Thus, when Congress ultimately 
voted a one million dollar appropriation for the Cooperative Research 
Act, it earmarked $675,000 for research related to education for the 
mentally retarded (115, p. 5). 
A much broader development came in 1965 with the passage of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title I, which included 
coverage of the handicapped. During that same year and in the following 
year came two major bills amending ESEA so as to give greater emphasis to 
its provisions for special education. The first, Public Law 89-313, 
provided support for the education of handicapped children in State-
operated schools and hospitals. For the 1978-79 school year, this amounts 
to $756,184.00 for the State of Iowa. Even more noteworthy was Public 
Law 89-750, which created a new Title VI of the Act. This new "Title" 
was the prototype of the basic Office of Education program for the 
handicapped. In addition to establishing the grant in aid program for 
state programs for all handicapped children, Public Law 89-750 brought 
into being the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped and the National 
Advisory Committee on the Handicapped (115, p. 5 and Interview with 
John Lanham, Chief, Education Handicapped Act (EHA) , DPI, June 1, 1978). 
In 1974 came Public Law 93-380. Beyond authorizing higher levels of 
aid to the states. Public Law 93-380 was in particular noteworthy for its 
specification of due process requirements protecting the rights of handi­
capped children, for its support of the principle of placing handicapped 
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children in the least restrictive educational environment appropriate to 
their needs, and for requiring the states to establish a goal of provid­
ing full educational services to the handicapped through a plan which sets 
forth the how and when the state expected to achieve that goal (115, p. 6). 
In November, 1975, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 
Public Law 94-142, was passed. This legislation is significant in that it 
has no expiration date, it establishes a specific commitment to all 
handicapped children and it sets forth as national policy the proposition 
that education must be extended to handicapped persons as their funda­
mental rights (121). 
During its first year (1977-78) of implementation, Iowa received 
$3,293,312.00 under provisions of Public Law 94-142. These funds were 
expended on programs and services for unserved populations, which in 
Iowa meant that the majority of the funds went to programs and services 
at the preschool level (Interview with John Lanham, Chief, Education 
Handicapped Act (EHA), Department of Public Instruction, June 1, 1978). 
Surveys 
The survey is a commonly used method of data collection in the field 
of educational research. Survey methods are intended to obtain group 
status measurement rather than precise measurement of individuals (10, 
p. 196-197). Even though the survey may reflect present information or 
opinions, it is intended to provide data which may be used in the 
decision-making process (56, p. 6). 
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Oppenheim (93, pp. 4 and 223) says "The process of survey design as 
a whole is aimed at precision, logic-tightness, and efficiency." The 
overall purpose of the questionnaire, opinionnaire and of the survey as 
a whole is measurement. The final product generally consists of a 
series of tabulations and statistical analyses showing in what way the 
findings bear on the hypotheses tested. 
The importance of attitudes of administrators toward handicapped 
pupils is a major premise underlying this investigation. A number of 
investigators, Nuschy (90), Savage (106) and Vlasak (123), have attempted 
to determine and/or compare attitudes of general administrators toward 
handicapped pupils. Siegel (109) and Mesner, et al. (81) maintain that 
the acceptance of handicapped pupils by principals has a direct influ­
ence on the acceptance of handicapped pupils by the classroom teacher. 
Raring, Stern and Cruickshank (47) have stated that the success of 
integrating handicapped pupils into regular classrooms is dependent upon 
the attitudes of teachers and administrators toward such integration. 
Further, Haring and Krug's (46) investigation suggests that there are a 
large number of pupils who are mentally retarded who are capable of mak­
ing normal growth in regular programs. The attitudes and understandings 
that teachers have about handicapped children are influential in deter­
mining the intellectual, social and emotional adjustment of the children 
(47). 
Long and Morse (75) have noted that the success of a special class 
is determined by the attitude of the principal skilled in providing 
ancillary help to teachers. According to Morse (87), the principal 
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stands at the interface between special education, special services and 
regular education. 
The literature suggests that when a change in educational programming 
is considered, the involvement of the building principal is of primary 
importance (102). It is also further noted that teachers tend not to 
carry out new or innovative practices without direct involvement and 
approval of their principals (81). 
Payne and Murray (96, p. 124) found urban principals less supportive 
of integration of handicapped pupils than suburban principals. Table Two 
reveals Payne's and Murray's results for the categories of hearing 
impaired, emotionally handicapped and mentally handicapped. 
Table 2. Urban and suburban elementary principals' acceptance of 
integration of the handicapped 
Percent of Acceptance 
Suburban Urban 
Category of Handicap Principals Principals 
Hard of Hearing 92.9 57.1 
Emotionally Handicapped 64.3 25.0 
Educable Mentally Handicapped 59.3 46.4 
Trainable Mentally Handicapped 9.5 3.6 
DeLeo (23) conducted a study regarding the attitudes of public 
school administrators and teachers toward the integration of handicapped 
pupils into regular education programs. Results showed that directors of 
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special education had the most positive attitude toward integration, 
followed by special education teachers, principals and regular classroom 
teachers. In addition, larger districts had less favorable attitudes 
towards integration than smaller districts. 
Jackson (55) surveyed the attitudes of administrators and regular 
and special education teachers regarding changes in educational method­
ology in special education, i.e., mainstreaming handicapped pupils. The 
results showed that administrators were especially concerned with special 
education pupils returning to regular classes, academic achievement of 
regular and special education pupils in combined classes, and downgrading 
of the regular education programs. Special education teachers expressed 
a high degree of positive response to mainstreaming with regular teachers 
being evenly divided in their attitudes. 
Attitudes of teachers toward working with handicapped children is an 
often-mentioned topic. Specific studies dealing with teacher attitudes 
have been conducted by Ryor (104), Mitchell (86), Gottlieb and Gorman (39), 
Guerin and Szatlocky (41) and Gickling and Theobald (38), to name a few. 
That attitude change must take place was echoed by many authors and 
especially by Mitchell (86) who reviewed a number of studies on teacher 
attitudes. Nowhere, however was the need for change more evident than 
in the results of a questionnaire sent to regular classroom teachers by 
Gickling and Theobald (38, p. 321-322). Nearly fifty percent (48.9) of 
the 230 regular education teachers replied "yes" to the item: "Under 
normal conditions the regular classroom teacher feels imposed upon to 
help special education students". 
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Preservice and Inservice Training 
The need for training of general education personnel in relation to 
special education has been recognized as an important issue in special 
education Long (76), Paul, et al. (94), and Siegel (109). Bullock (15, 
p. 771) in reviewing the certification requirements for school administra­
tors revealed that none of the fifty states, the District of Columbia, or 
Puerto Rico required courses in the area of special education. He 
recommended that: 1) university training programs in school administra­
tion should require courses in special education, 2) state departments of 
education should require such coursework for certification, and 3) there 
should be cooperative efforts between local school districts and 
universities to provide inservice programs for administrators. 
Bissex (8, p.2) conducted a survey concerning the training needs of 
regular education teachers who receive mildly handicapped pupils in their 
classrooms. In responding to the item: "Do you now have certification 
requirements for teachers who work with mildly handicapped children in the 
regular classroom?" nineteen states responded "yes" concerning preservice 
training, three states responded "yes" to inservice training, and twenty-
two states responded "no" to the item. He concluded that: 1) there is no 
national movement to "specially certify mainstream teachers", 2) states 
apparently prefer to aid regular teachers rather than adding a special 
education "minor" to existing certificate, 3) preservice education will 
increasingly include special education components without a special 
education certification result, and 4) the neglect of inservice education 
will continue. 
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Marsh (78) conducted an investigation where she attempted to deter­
mine factors that influenced principals toward acceptance of special 
education programs in their buildings. Results of the investigation 
indicated that principals favored in-depth orientation programs concern­
ing placement procedures, program options, the role of special education 
and familiarity with materials and methods used in special education. 
Symons (114, p. 7616-A) in reviewing the literature revealed an 
apparent lack of formal special education training by principals. This 
lack of preparation plus the return of exceptional students to the 
regular classroom suggested that the working relationships between the 
principal and the director of special education would be crucial. Symons 
suggested that the following implications concerning formal preparation 
of principals may be in order: 
1. Training of new general elementary administrators in education 
should include coursework or experiences with special education programs. 
2. Special education directors should have greater knowledge of 
how to help those elementary principals who desire further information 
about special education programs, including possible inservice training 
programs. 
Halfaker (43, p. 4907-A) found that principals differed in their 
perceived role and job responsibility with that of the director of 
special education. She suggested that one way to resolve role conflicts 
is to share decision-making power. Participation in administrative 
workshops and course offerings in special education could be provided 
for elementary principals. 
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Hollinger (49, p. 98-99) surveyed general education administrators, 
parents of special education students and key Iowa legislators during the 
1977-78 school year. The purpose of the investigation was to survey the 
perceptions of those groups concerning the status of special education 
in Iowa some one and one-half years after implementation of S.F. 1163 
establishing the area education agencies. The results of Hollinger's 
study indicated support for the philosophy of special education in Iowa. 
He also concluded that there was support for many of the issues associated 
with S.F. 1163, e.g., mainstrearning, local control, and the use of the 
"weighted enrollment" means of funding instructional programs. Overall, 
the perceptions of the groups surveyed were that special education pro­
grams and services were better as a result of the new law. 
Myers (88, p. 7992-A) conducted a study in which she attempted to 
determine the effectiveness of four, two-week inservice training workshops 
for sixty general administrators in four separate locations in Illinois 
and to identify variables which significantly influence attitudes toward 
and knowledge of alternative programming for handicapped pupils in 
school. A pre- and post- test was employed using the Rucker-Gable 
Educational Programming Scale (RGEPS). A modified format of the 
Principal's Training Program developed by Hafner at the Education Service 
Center in Austin, Texas (42) was used for the training session. Results 
indicated no significant increase at the .05 level in any of the attitude 
scores derived from the RGEPS. The pre- to post-test data showed an 
increase significant at the .05 level for knowledge in the areas of mildly 
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handicapped, mentally retarded, learning disabled, and total knowledge 
score area. 
In a follow-up study by Carpenter (16), the RGEPS was administered to 
selected Illinois principals who had participated in the Myers (88) study. 
The purpose was to determine if any changes had occurred in terms of 
attitude and knowledge, and to provide information on the impact that 
training sessions (Myers, 88) had on principals in terms of curriculum 
change at the building level based on the concept of mainstreaming. Re­
sults indicated no significant difference on the RGEPS and no overall 
significant differences in services based on the mainstreaming concept. 
Hubbard (51, p. 4162-A) conducted a study also using the RGEPS to 
determine differences in attitudes and knowledge of principals toward 
integrating handicapped pupils into regular classes based on training 
and experience. He inferred that the current type of college coursework 
was not effective in preparing administrators in making placement de­
cisions for mildly handicapped pupils. There was no relationship be­
tween years of administrative experience, attitudes and knowledge toward 
appropriate placement decisions. 
Kurzberg (66, pp. 143-145) conducted a survey of selected principals 
and superintendents employed within the boundaries of the Grant Wood Area 
Education Agency (AEA 10) during the 1977-78 school year. This study 
dealt with their attitudes toward and knowledge of programming for handi­
capped students in the least restrictive environment utilizing the Rucker-
Gable Educational Programming Scale (RGEPS). He concluded that, while 
not significant, there was a trend toward programming for mildly 
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handicapped students in a more restrictive environment. In addition, 
preservice and inservice training of general administrators appeared 
to have no significant effect upon the attitudes toward and knowledge of 
programming' for handicapped students in the least restrictive environment. 
Mainstreaming Models 
Mainstreaming has been accomplished using a variety of models and 
it has been accomplished in various applied settings. The models are 
theoretical in some respects, though they have been implemented with 
many variations. The discussion here is limited to Deno's Cascade (24), 
Lilly's training based model (70), Gallagher's contract model (36), and 
Adamson's and Van Etten's fail-save model (4). 
Deno (24, p. 229) proposed that special education "conceive of 
itself primarily as an instrument for facilitation of educational 
change and development of better means of meeting the learning needs of 
children who are different". Successful industries invest part of their 
resources in research and development activities to improve the desira­
bility of their current products, to invent new products, and to increase 
the overall efficiency of their operation. Deno perceived special 
education as being in a unique position to serve as developmental capital 
in an overall effort to upgrade the effectiveness of the total public 
education effort. The Cascade of educational services (see Figure 1) was 
prepared to facilitate a system which treats individual pupil needs 
versus a system which sorts out children so they fit conditions designed 
according to group standards. 
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LEVEL I 
Children in regular classes, including those "handicapped^ 
able to get along with regular class accommodations 
with or without medical or counseling supportive 
^ therapies. 
LEVEL II 
LEVEL III 
LEVEL IV 
LEVEL V 
LEVEL VI 
Regular class attendance plus supplemen-
• tary instructional services 
Part-time special class 
Full-time special class 
Special Stations 
Homebound 
"OUT-PATIENT" 
PROGRAM 
/(Assignment of 
pupils governed 
by the school 
system) 
LEVEL VII 
[nstruc-
'tion in 
lospital or 
domiciled settings 
"noneducational" service 
(medical and welfare care 
and supervision) 
"IN-PATIENT" 
PROGRAMS 
(Assignment of child­
ren to facilities 
governed by health 
)r welfare agencies) 
The cascade system of special education service. The tapered design 
indicates the considerable difference in the numbers involved at the 
ifferent levels and calls attention to the fact that the system serves 
as a diagnostic filter. The most specialized facilities are likely to 
be needed by the fewest children on a long term basis. This organiza-
tional model can be applied to development of special education service 
for all types of disability. 
Figure 1. The cascade of educational services 
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Lilly (70, p. 746) proposed a new service model for special 
education in 1971. He indicated that the model must be a "Zero reject 
model" meaning that once the child is enrolled in the regular education 
program in a school, it must be impossible to administratively separate 
the child from the program for any reason. According to Lilly, a zero 
reject model "places the responsibility for failure on the teacher 
rather than the taught" and it "protects educators from the tendency to 
blame and label children for failure and to prevent acceptance of easy 
solutions to complex instructional problems". In this model, the goal 
is to make teachers self-sufficient so they can handle problems rather 
than referring them. Under this model, existing special education 
personnel would be reassigned as instructional specialists or assigned 
to teach in the mainstream program. 
Lilly's (70, p. 748) model has direct implications for university 
based teacher education programs. "Instructional specialists must become 
experts in all areas of behavior and curriculum management, and at the 
same time, must develop interpersonal skills necessary to conduct success­
ful teacher education." 
Gallagher's (36) contract model is directed mainly toward mildly 
retarded, disturbed or learning disabled children. It involves establish­
ing a formal contract between parents and school officials. 
The intervention program is no longer than two years and the model 
is not perceived as a substitute for all current special education 
services. According to Gallagher, this model addresses the problems of 
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the difficulty of placing mildly handicapped pupils in regular education 
and the tendency to overassign certain minority groups to special 
education programs. 
Adamson's and Van Etten's (4, pp. 736-737) "fail-save model" was 
published in response to Lilly's "zero reject model". The "fail" 
represented the sytem's failure "to meet all children's needs, not the 
child's" and the "save" represents the "adaptation of the system to the 
child's individual needs and 'saves' him". Under this model, during 
the first 3 or 4 days a methods and materials specialist administers 
basic educational skills evaluations and observes the child in the 
regular classroom. Programming is then provided by the resource teacher 
and methods and materials specialist as well as conducting inservice 
training sessions for teachers and parents. Near the end of the 10-week 
cycle, a conference of parents, teachers, administrators, and the methods 
and materials specialist is held to plan future program directions for 
the child. 
Implications of Collective Bargaining, 
Teacher Organizations and Class Size on Mainstreaming 
Ross and Raful (101) reported in 1975 that thirty-one states had 
some form of mandatory meet and confer or collective bargaining statute 
for all or part of their educational employees. The Massachusetts 
special education law of 1972, Chapter 766, addresses the topic of 
mainstreaming handicapped children in that no more than four handicapped 
children are to be placed in a regular classroom at a given time 
38 
(100, p. 64). In addition, Lodi School District, Lodi, California, and 
Denver, Colorado have developed collective negotiation provisions 
which utilizes a "weighted system" whereby class load can be 
reduced when handicapped children are included (74, p. 1 and 1, pp. 23-24). 
In Iowa, neither the collective negotiation statute (Chapter 20, Iowa 
Code), nor the statutes relating to education (Chapters 257, 273, 281, 
Iowa Code), or the rules governing special education programs and 
services address the issue of class size in the regular classroom when 
handicapped pupils are mainstreamed. 
The National Education Association (NEA) supports a free appropriate 
education for all handicapped students in a least restrictive environment 
(Resolution 77-33) which is determined by maximum teacher involvement. 
However, the Association recognizes that to implement Public Law 94-142 
effectively: 
a. A favorable learning experience must be created both for 
handicapped and nonhandicapped students. 
b. Regular and special education teachers and administrators 
must share equally in planning and implementation for the 
disabled. 
c. All staff should be adequately prepared for their roles 
through inservice training and retraining. 
d. All students should be adequately prepared for the program. 
e. The appropriateness of educational methods, materials, and 
supportive services must be determined in cooperation with 
classroom teachers. 
f. The classroom teacher(s) should have an appeal procedure 
regarding the implementation of the program, especially 
in terms of student placement. 
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g. Modifications should be made in class size, using a 
weighted formula, scheduling, and curriculum design to 
accommodate the demands of the program. 
h. There must be a systematic evaluation and reporting of 
program developments using a plan which recognizes 
individual differences. 
i. Adequate funding must be provided and then used exclusively 
for this program. 
j. The classroom teacher(s) must have a major role in determining 
individual educational programs and should become members of 
school assessment teams. 
k. Adequate released time must be made available for teachers 
so that they can carry out the increased demands upon them. 
1. Staff reduction will not result from implementation of the 
program. 
m. Additional benefits negotiated for handicapped students 
through local collective bargaining agreements must be honored. 
n. Communication among all involved parties is essential to the 
success of the program (105, p. 25). 
NEA President James A. Harris, 1974-1975, (77, pp. 3-4) said that 
"the handicapped youth of our affluent society should not be made to 
suffer the extreme pains of despair and educational neglect due to 
counterproductive political hang-ups". He recommended (a) a "teachers 
corps" to prepare teachers for working with the handicapped, (b) National 
Institute of Education studies on teaching practices for the handicapped, 
(c) development of training programs for regular teachers, (d) state and 
local accountability in delivering services, (e) due process and pro­
cedural safeguards, and (f) a full service goal of 1978 in serving all 
handicapped children. 
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An article in "Today's Education" provided this viewpoint concerning 
class size. "While researchers continue their debate about the effects 
of class size, teachers across the country continue to spend day after 
day in overcrowded classrooms," It is ironic in a time of declining 
enrollments that many teachers are still faced with classes that are too 
large. When the NEA Research asked teachers in a 1975 nationwide "Teacher 
Opinion Poll what one change they would make, if they could, to improve 
their own morale or professional satisfaction, 'lower class size' led 
all the answers" (33, p. 39). 
John Ryor, President of NEA, 1977-78, (104, p. 5) in an editorial on 
Mainstreaming, stated that ... "a major danger concerns class size. Class 
roles have been expanding already in many schools as the result of broad 
economy measures. Mainstreaming can swell the rosters even more." He 
further stated that one state affiliate, at least, was promoting a law to 
give extra weight to the assignment of handicapped children in determining 
class size. 
The Iowa Public Employment Relations Board (PERB) on January 12, 1977, 
reaffirmed that class size for pupil/teacher ratio is solely within the 
province of management and hence is a permissive subject of bargaining. 
This decision is in agreement with the decision that the Per Board 
rendered concerning overload pay in a proposal submitted by the Bettendorf 
Community School District and Bettendorf Education Association, and the 
Dubuque Community School District and the Dubuque Education Association, 
PERB Case Numbers 598 and 602 (February 3, 1976). This ruling upheld 
that teaching load (number of teaching periods per day and student load) 
and the number of teacher preparations are permissive subjects of 
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collective bargaining. Thus management has the right to determine work 
load. However, may employee organizations demand negotiations with regard 
to pay they receive for performing that work? Since wages are a manda­
tory subject of bargaining under Section 20.9 (Iowa Code), the PER Board 
answers this question in the affirmative. Since the number of handicapped 
children mainstreamed into regular classrooms impacts upon teacher work­
load, the potential exists that in the future certain items will be 
negotiated restricting the number of handicapped pupils integrated at a 
given point in time or that overload pay will be provided for teachers who 
have handicapped pupils in their classrooms (22, pp. 3-4). 
Summary 
There has been an expanded interest in special education as a result 
of judicial decisions, state legislation, and federal legislation. The 
survey has been used as an effective instrument to study the perceptions 
of individuals toward special education programs and services. 
A number of authors (Nuschy 90, Savage 106, Vlasak 123, Siegel 109, 
Mesner, et al. 81, Haring, Stern and Cruickshank 47, Long and Morse 75, 
Morse 87, and Payne and Murray 96) have surveyed the attitudes of 
administrators toward handicapped pupils. Teacher attitudes toward handi­
capped pupils have also been the subject of many investigations (DeLeo 23, 
Jackson 55, Ryor 104, Mitchell 86, Gottlieb and Gorman 39, Guerin and 
Szatlocky 41, and Gickling and Theobald 38). 
The need for training of general education personnel in relation to 
special education has been recognized as an important issue (Long 76, 
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Paul, et al. 94, Siegel 109) and a number of investigators have studied 
the effectiveness of specific inservice training programs (Meyers 88, 
Carpenter 16, Hubbard 51, and Kurzberg 66) for general administrators as 
they relate to attitudes and knowledge of special education programs. 
Mainstreaming models, collective bargaining agreements, professional 
organizations and class size affect the delivery of special education 
programs and services. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The major purpose of this study was to survey perceptions of 
randomly selected regular and special education personnel in Iowa con­
cerning the status of special education programs and services. Specific 
areas of emphasis related to attitudes toward the mainstreaming concept, 
perceptions of respective roles and responsibilities of special and 
regular education personnel, perceptions concerning the appropriateness 
of training, and attitudes toward various alternative educational 
strategies in programming for certain handicapped pupils. This chapter 
describes the selection of subjects, the instrument used to measure 
attitudes, procedures used in the collection of data, and the method 
of data analysis. 
Selection of Subjects 
The groups selected to be surveyed included the Administrators of the 
area education agencies, the Directors of Special Education from the AEA, 
Superintendents from local school districts. Principals of elementary and 
secondary school districts. Special Education Teachers, and General 
Education Teachers. 
All AEA Administrators (N = 15) employed as the chief administrator 
for the 1977-78 school year were mailed a copy of the opinionnaire. In 
addition, all AEA Directors of Special Education (N = 15) for the 1977-78 
school year were mailed a copy of the opinionnaire. Names and mailing 
addresses were obtained from the Iowa Educational Directory, 1977-78 
School Year, as published by the Iowa Department of Public Instruction. 
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Superintendents (N = 100) of local school districts were selected 
on a random basis and represented the percentage of that group within the 
respective AEA boundaries as compared to the State as a whole. Principals 
(N = 100) of local school districts were also selected on a random basis 
and represented the percentage of that group within the respective AEA 
boundaries as compared to the State as a whole (See Table 3). The 
random selection process produced the names of 53 elementary and 47 
junior/senior high school principals. 
Special Education Teachers (N = 100) and General Education Teachers 
(N = 100) were also selected on a random basis and represented the 
percentage of that particular group within the respective AEA boundaries 
as compared to the State as a whole (See Table 3). Special Education 
Teachers surveyed may have been employed by either the AEA or the local 
education agency. 
The names and mailing addresses for the superintendents, principals, 
special education teachers and regular education teachers were obtained 
from the Management Information Division of the Department of Public 
Instruction which utilized information supplied through the Basic Educa­
tional Data Survey (BEDS) for the 1977-78 school year. Each name drawn 
from the respective lists of personnel were independent of each other. 
Instrument to Measure Attitudes 
The instrument was divided into two major sections. The first part, 
divided into four subcomponents, consisted of 36 statements for the 
respondents to complete. Part A, consisting of 14 items, dealt with 
Table 3» Table of the number of Superintendents, Principals, Special Education Teachers, and 
Regular Teachers employed within the boundaries of the respective area education agencies 
and selected for this study 
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general items relating to instructional programs across disability areas. 
Part B contained eight items related to programming for severely handi­
capped pupils who were defined as being weighted at 4.2 and who are 
generally placed in self-contained classrooms with no integration. Part 
C, consisting of eight items, dealt with programming for moderately 
handicapped pupils who were defined as being weighted at 2.0 and who are 
generally placed in a self-contained classroom with limited integration 
into regular classrooms. Part D contained six items related to program­
ming for mildly handicapped pupils. Mildly handicapped pupils were 
defined as pupils who were weighted at 1.7 and who received part of their 
instruction in a special education classroom and part of their instruction 
in a regular classroom. 
The second part of the instrument collected demographic data and 
other information about the respondent. The five items generally re­
vealed the number of years of experience, age, number of college credits 
in special education, amount of inservice training, and the respondents 
contact or lack of contact with handicapped persons (See Appendix A). 
The respondents were asked to respond to each statement using a 
five point Likert scale or by supplying a number for the items relating 
to class size. The opinionnaire was reduced to 36 items from the 
original 42 items subsequent to review by selected Division of Special 
Education Personnel, Department of Public Instruction, and subsequent 
to a pilot survey of a graduate level class on the campus of Iowa State 
University. 
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Procedures in the Collection of Data 
The opinionnaire was sent to all individuals (N = 430) selected to 
be surveyed. The opinionnaire was accompanied by a cover letter ex­
plaining the purpose of the investigation (Appendix B). Each opinion­
naire was coded by group, numbered, and checked off against a master list 
as the returns were collected. Respondents were asked to return their 
opinionnaires using an enclosed self-addressed envelope using the 
investigator's home address. 
All opinionnaires were sent on January 16, 1978, with a request to 
be returned by January 31, 1978. A follow-up telephone call was made to 
area education agency administrators and to directors of special educa­
tion; to local superintendents; and to all principals who had not re­
turned their opinionnaire by that date. A follow-up letter (Appendix C) 
was sent on February 6, 1978, to special education teachers and general 
education teachers who had not returned their opinionnaires by that date. 
Table 4 reveals the number of individuals selected to be surveyed; 
the number of opinionnaires returned; and the percentage of return by 
group and AEA. Fourteen of the AEA administrators returned the opinion­
naire for a return rate of 93 percent. Thirteen of the AEA directors of 
special education returned the opinionnaire for a return rate of 87 
percent. Superintendents returned 82 opinionnaires for an 82 percent 
return rate; principals returned 83 opinionnaires for a return rate of 
83 percent; special education teachers returned 81 opinionnaires for a 
return rate of 81 percent; and general education teachers returned 71 
Table 4. Table of the number selected to be surveyed, the number of surveys returned and the 
percentage of return by group and area education agency 
AEA Directors AEA & LEA LEA 
of AEA Special General 
AEA Special Super- LEA Education Education 
Administrators Education intendants Principals Teachers Teachers 
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AEA 1 1 1 100 1 1 100 6 6 100 6 5 83 6 5 83 7 4 57 
AEA 2 1 1 100 1 1 100 6 4 67 6 6 100 5 2 40 5 3 60 
AEA 3 1 1 100 1 1 100 6 5 83 3 3 100 2 1 50 3 2 67 
AEA 4 1 1 100 1 1 100 5 4 80 3 3 100 2 2 100 3 3 100 
AEA 5 1 1 100 1 1 100 10 8 80 7 7 100 5 4 80 6 5 83 
AEA 6 1 1 100 1 1 100 5 4 80 5 4 80 4 3 75 4 4 100 
AEA 7 1 1 100 1 0 0 6 3 50 7 6 86 9 9 100 7 3 43 
AEA 9 1 1 100 1 1 100 5 4 80 8 6 75 13 12 92 10 7 70 
AEA 10 1 1 100 1 1 100 9 7 78 11 9 82 11 10 91 11 8 73 
AEA 11 1 1 100 1 1 100 14 11 79 17 15 88 19 15 79 19 12 63 
AEA 12 1 1 100 1 1 100 7 5 71 7 5 71 6 5 83 6 4 67 
AEA 13 1 1 100 1 0 0 7 7 100 7 4 57 7 4 57 7 6 86 
AEA 14 1 0 0 1 1 100 5 5 100 3 2 67 3 1 33 3 2 67 
AEA 15 1 1 100 1 1 100 6 6 100 6 4 67 5 4 80 5 4 80 
AEA 16 1 1 100 1 1 100 3 3 100 4 3 75 3 2 67 4 3 75 
Other^ 1 2 1 
State. 
Returns 15 14 93 15 13 87 100 82 82 100 83 83 100 81 81 100 71 71 
%ode was removed by the respondent. 
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opinionnaires for a return rate of 71 percent. In combining all six 
groups, 344 opinionnaires were returned for an overall return rate of 
80 percent. The return rate by AEA boundaries and group indicate good 
geographical representation of the state as a whole. 
When making the follow-up telephone call to administrators, directors 
of special education, superintendents and principals, the investigator 
asked if the individual recalled receiving the survey; if the individual 
would complete the opinionnaire and return it; or if a duplicate opinion-
naire was needed. If the respondent indicated that he/she was not 
interested in participating in the study, the investigator attempted to 
determine the reasons why. General responses were that the individual 
did not complete any opinionnaires; the individual already had too much 
paper work to do; and if the individual had time, he/she would complete 
the opinionnaire. 
March 1, 1978, was set as the cut-off date for use of returned 
opinionnaires. All instruments were checked for completion of response 
and usability. Data was then coded, keypunched, and verified at the 
Iowa State University Computer Center. 
Method of Data Analysis 
The demographic data and other information collected in Part II of 
the opinionnaire from each group was tabulated using a computer program 
from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). The 
analysis of variance (ANOVA), used to determine the effect of group job 
classification upon attitudes toward mainstreaming, toward roles and 
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responsibilities, toward training, and toward alternative educational 
strategies, was also selected from the SPSS. The mean scores of the 
six groups were analyzed using an F-test on the means. The .05 level 
of significance was utilized as the cut-off point. However, if a signif­
icant difference was found at the .01 level this data is reported in the 
Tables. 
The Duncan's Multiple Range Test was used as a follow-up investi­
gation to the ANOVA to determine where the specific significant differ­
ences occurred. The result of this test is reported at the highest 
level of significance obtained for a given item, i.e., either at the 
.05 or .01 level. In interpreting the Duncan, any treatment means not 
underscored by the same line are significantly different. Any treatment 
means underscored by the same line are not significantly different. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to survey the perceptions of randomly 
selected regular and special education personnel in Iowa concerning the 
status of certain special education programs and services. Six major 
groups were selected for the survey: AEA administrators, AEA directors of 
special education, superintendents, principals, special education teach­
ers, and regular education teachers. 
Each individual selected for the survey was asked to respond to a 
series of statements or supply information regarding issues in special 
education. For most statements a five-point Likert scale was utilized 
(See Figure 2). 
The scale as it appeared to the respondent: 
>> 0) 1-1 (U 
60 M 
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M M M 3 CO 
4J bO ùO 0) •H 
W < < 3 O 
1 2 3 4 
Figure 2. The five point scale used on the opinionnaire 
In addition, demographic data and other information concerning the 
respondent was collected. This information consisted of the number of 
years of teaching experience and the age of the respondent. Also, 
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information concerning college credits in special education, inservice 
training experience, and contact or lack of contact with handicapped 
individuals was collected. Opinionnaires were returned by fourteen of 
the fifteen AEA administrators for a return rate of 93 percent. Thirteen 
of the fifteen AEA directors of special education returned opinionnaires 
for a return rate of 87 percent. Superintendents returned 82 opinion­
naires for an 82 percent return rate; principals returned 83 opinion-
for a return rate of 83 percent; special education teachers returned 81 
opinionnaires for a return rate of 81 percent; and general education 
teachers returned 71 opinionnaires for a return rate of 71 percent. In 
combining all six groups, 344 opinionnaires were returned for an overall 
return rate of 80 percent. 
For purposes of discussion, the analysis of data is divided into two 
sections. These include: 
(1) A descriptive analysis of demographic and other information 
reported by the respondents, and 
(2) An analysis by items using descriptive and inferential 
statistics. 
A Descriptive 
Analysis of Demographic and Other Information 
Supplied by the Respondents 
The demographic and other information by respondent was tabulated 
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). AEA 
administrators and LEA superintendents were asked to report the total 
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number of years of experience as an administrator, i.e., superintendent 
of a local, county or intermediate service agency. Principals, directors 
of special education, special education teachers and general education 
teachers were asked to report the total number of years of teaching experience. 
Three hundred forty of the 344 respondents reported their total 
number of years of experience. Experience ranged from a low of one year 
of experience to a high of 48 years of experience. Across the six groups, 
a mean of 13.76, a standard deviation of 9.75 and a median of 12.00 years 
of experience was obtained. 
Three hundred thirty-one of the 344 respondents reported their age to 
the nearest birthday. Age ranged from a low of 22 years to a high of 65 
years of age. Across the six groups a mean age of 41.20 years, a stand­
ard deviation of 10.77 years, and a median of 41.46 years was obtained. 
Table 5 shows the respondents total number of college credits 
(semester hours or quarter hours) earned in special education courses at 
the undergraduate and graduate level by group. 
Twenty-three point one (23.1) percent of the AEA administrators had 
less than five college credit hours in special education; 46.2 percent 
had less than ten credit hours; 30.8 percent had 20 credit hours or more; 
and none had over 40 credit hours. Ninety-two point three (92.3) percent 
of the directors of special education had more than 40 college credit 
hours in special education. Sixty-five point four (65.4) percent of the 
superintendents reported less than five college credit hours in special 
education and the principal group revealed that 55.6 percent had less 
than five college credits in special education. Over ninety percent of 
Table 5. Number of college credits in special education and percentage by group 
Less than Less than 20 or more 40 or more 
Group 5 credits % 10 credits % credits "L credits % Totals (N) 
AEA Administrators 3 23.1 6 46.2 4 30.8 0 0 13 
AEA Directors 1 7.7 0 0 0 0 12 92.3 13 
LEA Superintendents 53 65.4 26 32.1 2 2.5 0 0 81 
Principals 45 55.6 29 35.8 7 8.6 0 0 81 
Special Ed. Teachers 3 3.7 4 4.9 33 40.7 41 50.6 81 
Regular Ed. Teachers 50 71.4 15 21.4 4 5.7 1 1.4 70 
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the special education teachers group had earned 20 or more college credits 
in special education courses while 71.4 percent of the regular classroom 
teachers had less than five credits in special education coursework. 
The respondents were asked to indicate which items best reflected 
their attendance or training at workshops, meetings, or other inservice 
programs related to special education using the following three-point 
scale: 
(1) No workshop experience. 
(2) Some workshop experience. 
(3) Considerable workshop experience. 
Table 6 shows the respondents responses by groups. 
The Table reveals that AEA administrators (76.9 percent) and AEA 
directors of special education (92.3 percent) indicated having consider­
able workshop experience related to special education. On the other 
hand, 39.5 percent of the special education teachers, 14.8 percent of the 
superintendents, 14.8 percent of the principals, and 4.3 percent of the 
regular education teachers, reported that they believed that they had 
had considerable workshop experience related to special education» 
The respondents were also asked to indicate their contact or lack 
of contact with handicapped individuals using the following response 
stimuli: 
1. I am a blood relative to a handicapped person. 
2. I have a close personal friend who is handicapped. 
3. I have an acquaintance who is handicapped. 
4. I have had no real contact with a handicapped person. 
Table 6. Response to - (1) no workshop experience, (2) some workshop experience, and (3) consider­
able workshop experience - in special education by group 
Group 
No 
Workshop 
Experience % 
Some 
Workshop 
Experience % 
Considerable 
Workshop 
Experience % Totals 
AEA Administrators 
AEA Directors 
LEA Superintendents 
Principals 
Special Ed. Teachers 
Regular Ed. Teachers 
0 
0 
9 
7 
9 
36 
0 
0 
11.1  
8 . 6  
11 .1  
51.4 
3 
1 
60 
62 
40 
31 
23.1 
7.7 
74.1 
76.5 
49.4 
44.3 
10 
12 
12 
12 
32 
3 
76.9 
92.3 
14.8 
14.8 
39.5 
4.3 
13 
13 
81 
81 
81 
70 
Totals by Experience 61 197 81 
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The respondents were asked to check all items that applied to them. 
Table 7 shows their responses to these items. 
Across all groups, 26 percent indicated a blood relationship to a 
handicapped person; 25 percent indicated that they had a close personal 
friendship to a handicapped person; 52 percent indicated that they had an 
acquaintance with a handicapped person; and 24 percent indicated that 
they had no real personal contact with a handicapped person. 
An Analysis by Items Using Descriptive 
and Inferential Statistics 
This section analyzes data regarding differences between groups on 
an item by item basis. This is shown in tables which include mean 
scores and standard deviations, AHOVA summary tables, and results of the 
Duncan Multiple Range Test. In interpreting the Duncan, any treatment 
means not underscored by the same line are significantly different. Any 
treatment means underscored by the same line are not significantly 
different. A .05 level of significance was selected for the Duncan. 
However, if a highly significant difference (.01) was found, only this 
difference is reported in the tables. 
The reader should note that Chapter Four contains a rather large 
number of Tables. The reader may wish to scan the findings as presented 
in this section of Chapter Four and go directly to Chapter Five which 
provided a discussion of the findings relative to the hypotheses tested. 
Table 7. Responses to items indicating (1) blood relationship to a handicapped person, (2) personal 
friendship to a handicapped person, (3) an acquaintance with a handicapped person, and 
(4) no real personal contact with a handicapped person by group 
CONTACT 
Group 
Blood 
Relationship 
Close 
Personal 
Friendship 
An Acquaintance 
with a 
Handicapped Person 
No Real 
Personal 
Contact 
AEA Administrators 
AEA Directors 
LEA Superintendents 
Principals 
Special Ed. Teachers 
Regular Ed. Teachers 
1 
6 
20 
23 
17 
22 
3 
4 
21 
23 
23 
12 
7 
8 
45 
38 
47 
34 
4 
2 
17 
20 
19 
20 
TOTALS by Contact 89 86 179 82 
60 
Table 8 shows an ANOVA summary for the group attitudes toward 
Statement l--"It is the local school district's responsibility to provide 
special education programs and services to all resident handicapped 
pupils who need it." A highly significant difference was found between 
groups. Table 9 shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and 
the Duncan results for the six groups. The Duncan revealed that the 
differences occurred between principals and AEA directors of special 
education. 
Table 10 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes 
toward Statement 2--"Children in the regular education program should 
have the opportunity to associate with handicapped children." A highly 
significant difference was found between groups. Table 11 shows attitude 
mean scores, standard deviations and the Duncan results for the six 
groups. The Duncan revealed that superintendents differed from special 
education teachers. 
An ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward Statement 3— 
"The regular classroom teacher does not have enough time to serve 
children who are handicapped when they are in the regular education 
program."--is shown in Table 12. A highly significant difference was 
found between groups. Table 13 shows attitude means scores, standard 
deviations and Duncan results for the six groups. The Duncan revealed 
that differences occurred between AEA directors of special education 
and regular education teachers. 
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Table 8. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward local district 
responsibility to provide special education programs and 
services 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 19.14 3.83 4.88 ** 
Within Groups 335 262.95 .78 
^^Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 9. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results toward local district responsibility to provide special 
education programs and services 
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Table 10. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward regular 
education children associating with handicapped children 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 16.93 3.39 10.54** 
Within Groups 337 108.27 .32 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 11. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward regular education children 
associating with handicapped children 
CO 
4J CO 
0 U 03 0) O 
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N 82 70 83 14 13 81 343 
S.D. .54 .71 .59 .52 .48 .44 .61 
Mean 1.79 1.77 1.72 1.50 1.31 1.26 1.62 
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Table 12. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward regular 
classroom teachers having time to serve handicapped children 
in the regular program 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 28.17 5.63 4.20** 
Within Groups 337 452.35 1.34 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 13. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward regular classroom teachers 
having time to serve handicapped children in the regular 
program 
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64 
Table 14 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes 
toward Statement 4—"Class size (pupil/teacher ratio) of regular class­
room teachers should be reduced when handicapped pupils are served in 
the regular education program." A significant difference at the .01 
level was found between groups. Table 15 shows attitude mean scores, 
standard deviations and the results of the Duncan for the six groups. 
The Duncan revealed that AEA directors of special education and super­
intendents differed from special education teachers and regular educa­
tion teachers. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the local school 
district superintendency position providing leadership in promoting 
special education programs is found in Table 16. A highly significant 
difference was found between groups. Table 17 shows attitude mean scores, 
standard deviations, and Duncan results for the six groups. Special 
education teachers differed from superintendents and AEA administrators 
according to the Duncan. 
Table 18 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
regular education teachers providing leadership in promoting special 
education programs. A significant difference at the .05 level was 
found between groups. Table 19 shows attitude mean scores, standard 
deviations, and Duncan results for the six groups. The Duncan revealed 
that the difference occurred between regular education teachers and 
superintendents. 
An ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward Item 5c 
which indicated that the AEA administrator position provides leadership 
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Table 14. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward reducing 
regular teacher class size when handicapped pupils are 
served in the regular program 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 45.20 9.04 12.48** 
Within Groups 338 244.82 «72 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 15. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward reducing regular teacher 
class size when handicapped pupils are served in the regular 
program 
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Table 16. ANGVA summary table for group attitudes toward the local 
school district superintendent providing leadership in 
promoting special education programs 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 28.50 5.70 6.80** 
Within Groups 337 282.50 .84 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 17. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level for attitudes toward the local school 
district superintendent providing leadership in promoting 
special education programs 
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Table 18. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward regular 
classroom teachers providing.leadership in promoting 
special education programs 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groijps 5 11.65 2.33 2.46* 
Within Groups 336 317.71 .95 
^Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 19. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level for attitudes toward regular clasS' 
room teachers providing leadership in promoting special 
education programs 
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in promoting special education programs is found in Table 20. No signif­
icant differences were found. Table 21 shows attitude mean scores and 
standard deviations for the six groups. 
Table 22 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 5d which indicated that special education teachers provide 
leadership in promoting special education programs. No significant 
differences were found. Table 23 shows attitude mean scores and standard 
deviations for the six groups. 
An ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward Statement 5e 
which indicated that the AEA director of special education position 
provides leadership in promoting special education programs is found in 
Table 24. A significant difference was found between groups. Table 25 
shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations and results of the 
Duncan for the six groups. The Duncan revealed that the differences 
occurred between principals and AEA directors of special education. 
Table 26 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes 
toward Statement 6--"Principals should be present for all staffing meet­
ings where instructional placement decisions are made for children who 
require special education." No significant differences were found be­
tween groups. Table 27 shows attitude mean scores and standard devia­
tions for the six groups. 
Table 28 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes 
toward Item 7—"Regular classroom teachers should be involved in the 
placement decision for a special education pupil if the child is to be 
placed in his/her regular education program for a portion of the day." 
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Table 20. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the AEA 
administrator position providing leadership in promoting 
special education programs 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 5.82 1.16 1.41 
Within Groups 338 279.89 .83 
Table 21. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward 
AEA administrators providing leadership in promoting special 
education programs 
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Table 22. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward special 
education teachers providing leadership in promoting 
special education programs 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 2.70 .54 1.13 
Within Groups 337 161.58 .48 
Table 23. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward 
special education teachers providing leadership in promoting 
special education programs 
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Table 24, ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the AEA 
director of special education providing leadership in 
promoting special education programs 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 8.51 1.70 2.87* 
Within Groups 337 199.96 .59 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 25. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the .01 level for attitudes toward AEA directors 
of special education providing leadership in promoting 
special education programs 
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Table 26, ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward principals 
attending all special education staffings 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 11.10 2.22 2.92 
Within Groups 337 256.30 .76 
Table 27. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations for 
attitudes toward principals attending all special education 
staffings 
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A highly significant difference was found between groups. Mean scores, 
standard deviations and the results of the Duncan for the six groups 
are found in Table 29. The Duncan revealed that superintendents differed 
from regular education teachers and special education teachers. 
An ANOVA summary table for the group responses to Item 8--"I feel 
adequately prepared to function in my role with handicapped pupils."— 
is found in Table 30. A highly significant difference was found between 
groups. Table 31 shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and 
Duncan results for the six groups. The Duncan revealed that differences 
occurred between regular education teachers and all other groups. In 
addition, principals differed from AEA administrators, special education 
teachers and AEA directors of special education. Superintendents dif­
fered from special education teachers and AEA directors of special education. 
Table 32 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 9a which asked the individual to indicate if adequate informa­
tion concerning handicapped pupils was provided in college coursework. A 
highly significant difference was found between groups. Table 33 shows 
attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan results for the six 
groups. The Duncan revealed that the differences occurred between 
regular education teachers and AEA administrators, special education 
teachers and AEA directors of special education. Superintendents dif­
fered from special education teachers and AEA directors of special educa­
tion. Principals differed from special education teachers and AEA direct­
ors of special education. 
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Table 28. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward regular 
classroom teachers being involved in the placement decision 
for handicapped children being placed in their classroom 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 15.07 3.01 6.75** 
Within Groups 338 150.92 .45 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 29. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results 
of the Duncan at the .01 level for attitudes toward regular 
classroom teachers being involved in the placement decision 
for handicapped children being placed in their classroom 
CO 
CO C u CO 
0 o k 
4J G 
c CO CO 4J t-l 
0) u 1-H a cd c c c 
4J u 0 0) -H o o CO O CO 
a CO a. k  U ' H  M -H M r-4 
•H •rl •rl •H 0) 4J tq w 0) CO 4J 0) U C y Q a. to r-l Cd X •rt CO rC r-H 
o •H A CO u 
s > s  
o o u u CO 
CL < B •rH < 3 cd (U 3 CO 4J 
0 w na w W M-l 13 QJ "O (U a, "O m o 
CO < < A c o w  erf w H w M H H 
N 83 14 83 13 71 81 344 
S.D. .77 o 61 .75 .97 .58 .47 .70 
Mean 1.74 1.71 1.61 1.54 1.32 1.22 1.49 
75 
Table 30. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward belief that 
they feel adequately prepared to function in their role with 
handicapped pupils 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 155.17 31,03 31.93** 
Within Groups 338 328.54 .97 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 31. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and results 
of the Duncan at the .01 level toward belief that the 
individual feels adequately prepared to function in his/her 
role with handicapped pupils 
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Table 32. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that the individual had been provided adequate information 
about handicapped pupils through college coursework 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 169.48 33.90 30.40** 
Within Groups 338 376.87 1.12 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 33. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results 
of the Duncan at the .01 level toward the belief that the 
individual had been provided adequate information about 
handicapped pupils through college coursework 
to 
•u 
0) 
'O 
c to 
c (U I-H 
o CO •u rt 
M -H U c a. te 4J <u •rl •H 
r-4 nJ rC O 3 O y <U c 00 3 CO D- •H. 0) -O <u 3 !-i 
Pi w H CO PM 
N 71 82 83 
S.D. 1.15 1.10 1.04 
Mean 3.69 3.43 3.41 
CO 
U CO 
O w 
4J o 
nj 4J rH 
M a o Ct) C 4J O CO tu •r) O 
to rH «H !-4 O -H 
"t-i td 4-1 (U •H tU 4-J 
0 O a, CO 
•rl o o o CO o CO 
< B 0) 9 CO < 3 4J 
W 'O &• <u u-i n3 O 
< < W H H < O M H 
14 81 13 344 
.98 .97 .93 1.26 
2.79 1.96 1.77 3.04 
77 
An ANOVA summary table for the group responses toward Item 9b 
which asked the individual to indicate if adequate information concerning 
handicapped pupils was provided by inservice programming sponsored by the 
Department of Public Instruction is found in Table 34. A highly signifi­
cant difference was found between groups. Table 35 shows attitude mean 
scores, standard deviations, and Duncan results for the six groups. The 
Duncan revealed that regular education teachers differed from all other 
groups. In addition, principals,, superintendents and special education 
teachers differed from AEA administrators and AEA directors of special 
education. 
Table 36 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 9c which asked the individual to indicate if adequate informa­
tion concerning handicapped pupils was provided by AEA inservice pro­
gramming. A significant difference at the .01 level was found. Table 37 
shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan results for 
the six groups. The Duncan revealed that differences occurred between 
regular education teachers and all other groups. In addition, princi­
pals differed from superintendents, AEA administrators and AEA directors 
of special education. 
Table 38 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 9d which asked the individual to indicate if adequate informa­
tion concerning handicapped pupils was provided by local school district 
inservice programming. A highly significant difference was found. 
Attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results of the Duncan are 
shown in Table 39. The Duncan revealed that superintendents and 
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Table 34. ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward the belief 
that the Department of Public Instruction had provided ade­
quate information concerning handicapped pupils through in-
service training 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 91.64 18.33 18.76** 
Within Groups 335 327.22 .98 
** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 35. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results 
of the Duncan at the .01 level toward the belief that the 
Department of Public Instruction had provided adequate 
information concerning handicapped pupils through inservice 
training 
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Table 36. ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward the belief 
that the AEA had provided adequate information concerning 
handicapped pupils through inservice training 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 94.47 18.89 18.92** 
Within Groups 337 336.59 1.00 
ick 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 37. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the belief that the AEA had 
provided adequate information concerning handicapped pupils 
through inservice training 
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Table 38. ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward the belief 
that the local school district had provided adequate informa­
tion concerning handicapped pupils through inservice training 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 35.87 7.17 5.75** 
Within Groups 336 419.55 1.25 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 39. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the belief that the local 
school district had provided adequate information concerning 
handicapped pupils through inservice training 
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pî^ncipals differed from AEA directors of special education, regular 
education teachers, and special education teachers. 
An ANOVA summary table for the group responses toward Item 9e 
which asked the individual to indicate if adequate information concerning 
handicapped pupils was provided by the professional organizations of 
which the individual was a member is shown in Table 40. Table 41 shows 
attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan results for the 
six groups. The Duncan revealed that the differences occurred between 
regular education teachers and all other groups. In addition, princi­
pals differed from AEA special education directors. Further, super­
intendents differed from AEA directors of special education. 
Table 42 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Item 10--"There should be a limit to the number of handicapped pupils 
who are placed into a given regular classroom at any given point in 
time." A highly significant difference was found. Mean attitude scores, 
standard deviations and Duncan results are found in Table 43. The 
Duncan revealed that the differences occurred between AEA directors of 
special education, regular education teachers and special education 
teachers. In addition superintendents differed from regular and special 
education teachers. 
An ANOVA summary table for the group responses toward Statement 11— 
"A nongraded educational program would eliminate the need for special 
education classes."—is shown in Table 44. A significant difference at 
the .05 level was obtained. Table 45 shows attitude mean scores, 
standard deviations, and the Duncan results for the six groups. The 
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Table 40. ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward the belief 
that adequate information concerning handicapped pupils was 
provided by professional organizations of which the individual 
was a member 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 72.51 14.50 13.18** 
Within Groups 329 362.10 1.10 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 41. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the belief that adequate 
information concerning handicapped pupils was provided by 
professional organizations of which the individual was a 
member 
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Table 42. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward limiting the 
number of handicapped pupils who are placed into a given 
regular classroom at any given point in time 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 19.88 3.98 5.92** 
Within Groups 338 227.00 .67 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 43. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the attitude of limiting the 
number of handicapped pupils who are placed into a given 
regular classroom at any given point in time 
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Table 44. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward a nongraded 
educational program eliminating the need for special education 
classes 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 11.13 2,23 2.50* 
Within Groups , 338 300.99 .89 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table. 45. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward a nongraded educational 
program eliminating the need for special education classes 
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Duncan revealed that the differences occurred between AEA directors of 
special education, special education teachers and regular education 
teachers. 
Table 46 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes 
toward Statement 12--"Team teaching by a regular classroom teacher and a 
special education teacher is an effective way to program for handicapped 
pupils." A highly significant difference was found. Attitude mean 
scores, standard deviations and the results of the Duncan are found in 
Table 47. The Duncan revealed that the differences occurred between 
special education teachers and superintendents and principals. 
An ANOVA summary table for the group response toward Item 13— 
"When handicapped pupils are placed in the regular education program for 
a portion of the day, requiring that education aides be made available 
to the regular classroom teacher is an effective way to program for these 
pupils."—is found in Table 48. A significant difference was found. 
Table 49 shows attitude means scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results for the six groups. The Duncan revealed that the differences 
occurred between superintendents and special education teachers. 
Table 50 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 14--"Periodic visitations and support by special education 
consultants is adequate in meeting the needs of regular classroom teachers 
who have handicapped pupils placed in their classrooms." No significant 
differences were found between groups. Attitude mean scores and standard 
deviations are found in Table 51. 
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Table 46. ANOVA summary table for group attitude toward regular education 
and special education teachers team teaching 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 13.63 2.73 3.31** 
Within Groups 338 278.22 .82 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 47. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward regular education and special 
education teachers team teaching 
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Table 48. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the use of 
educational aides when handicapped pupils are in the regular 
education program 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 13«15 2.63 2.85* 
Within Groups 337 310.59 .92 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 49. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the use of educational aides 
when handicapped pupils are in the regular education program 
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Table 50. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward periodic 
visitations and support by special education consultants in 
meeting the needs of handicapped pupils when they are placed 
in regular education 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 7.98 1.60 1.16 
Within Groups 338 464.73 1.37 
Table 51. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward 
periodic visitations and support by special education 
consultants in meeting the needs of handicapped pupils when 
they are placed in regular education 
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Item 15 through Item 22 pertains to programming for severely handi­
capped pupils. Severely handicapped pupils were defined as "pupils who 
are weighted at 4.2 and who are generally placed in a self-contained 
classroom with no integration." 
An ANOVA summary table for group responses to Item 15—"It is the 
local school district's responsibility to make provisions for special 
education programs and services to all resident pupils who are severely 
handicapped."--is found in Table 52. A highly significant difference was 
found. Table 53 shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and 
Duncan results for the six groups. The Duncan revealed that differences 
occurred between principals, special education teachers and AEA adminis­
trators. 
Table 54 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 16—"Programs for severely handicapped pupils should be physic­
ally located within regular elementary and secondary school buildings." 
A highly significant difference was found. Attitude mean scores, stand­
ard deviations, and Duncan results for the six groups are found in 
Table 55. The Duncan revealed that differences occurred between super­
intendents and special education teachers and AEA administrators. Also 
AEA administrators differed from regular education teachers and princi­
pals. 
An ANOVA summary table for group responses to Item 17—"Program 
direction for severely handicapped pupils should be developed coopera­
tively by regular education personnel and special education personnel."--
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Table 52. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the local 
school district's responsibility to make special education 
provisions for severely handicapped pupils 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 25.86 5.17 4.21** 
Within Groups 338 415.57 1.23 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 53. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the local school district's 
responsibility to make special education provisions for 
severely handicapped pupils 
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Table 54. MOVA summary table for group attitudes toward locating 
programs for severely handicapped pupils within elementary 
and secondary schools 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 32.21 6.44 5.31** 
Within Groups 338 410.43 1.21 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 55. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward locating programs for severely 
handicapped pupils within elementary and secondary schools 
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is found in Table 56. No significant differences were found between 
groups. Table 57 shows attitude mean scores and standard deviations for 
six groups. 
Table 58 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 18—"Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit 
pupils who are severely handicapped and who are generally served in self-
contained classrooms." No significant differences were found between the 
groups. Attitude mean scores and standard deviations are found in Table 
59. 
An ANOVA summary table for group responses to Item 18a—"Part time 
regular classroom placement will not benefit severely hearing impaired 
pupils."--is found in Table 60. A highly significant difference was 
found. Table 61 shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and 
Duncan results for the six groups. The Duncan revealed that regular 
education teachers differed from special education teachers, AEA 
administrators and AEA directors of special education. Also, super­
intendents differed from AEA directors of special education. 
Table 62 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 18b—"Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit 
children with severe emotional disabilities." A significant difference 
at the «05 level was found. Attitude mean scores, standard deviations, 
and Duncan results for the six groups are found in Table 63. The Duncan 
revealed that AEA administrators differed from superintendents and regular 
education teachers. In addition, special education teachers differed 
from regular education teachers. 
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Table 56. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward cooperative 
planning for severely handicapped pupils by special education 
and regular education personnel 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 4.42 .88 .77 
Within Groups 338 387.01 1.15 
Table 57. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward 
cooperative planning for severely handicapped pupils by 
special education and regular educational personnel 
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Table 58. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward part time 
regular education placement not benefiting severely handi­
capped pupils 
Source df SS MS 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
5 
330 
21.94 
410.05 
3.39 
1.24 
3.53 
Table 59. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward 
part.time regular education placement not benefiting severely 
handicapped pupils 
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Table 60. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward part time 
regular education placement not benefiting pupils with severe 
hearing impairments 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 32.17 6.43 6.50** 
Within Groups 336 332.48 .99 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 61. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward part time regular education 
placement not benefiting pupils with severe hearing impair­
ments 
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Table 62. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward part time 
regular education placement not benefiting children with 
severe emotional disabilities 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 16.75 3.35 2.93* 
Within Groups 338 386.71 1.14 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 63. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward part time regular education 
placement not benefiting children with severe emotional 
disabilities 
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An ANOVA summary table for group responses to Item 18c—"Part time 
regular classroom placement will not benefit children with severe mental 
disabilities."—is found in Table 64. A significant difference at the 
.05 level was found. Table 65 shows attitude mean scores, standard 
deviations, and results of the Duncan for the six groups. The Duncan 
revealed that superintendents differed from AEA administrators and 
principals. 
Table 66 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 19—"One of the benefits of having classes for severely handi­
capped pupils located in the regular schools is social awareness." No 
significant differences were found between groups. Attitude mean scores 
and standard deviations for the six groups are found in Table 67. 
An ANOVA summary table for group responses to Item 20--"Pupils in 
self-contained classes for the severely handicapped should be placed 
part time into regular classrooms if deemed appropriate by a staffing 
team composed of regular and special education personnel."—is found in 
Table 68. A significant difference at the .05 level was found. Table 69 
shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results of the Duncan 
for the six groups. The Duncan revealed that differences occurred between 
AEA directors of special education teachers and regular education teachers. 
Also, differences occurred between special education teachers and regular 
education teachers. 
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Table 64. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward part time 
regular education placement not benefiting children with 
severe mental disabilities 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 16.51 3.30 2.46* 
Within Groups 337 453.28 1.35 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 65. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward part time regular education 
placement not benefiting children with severe mental dis­
abilities 
to 
CO w 
u CO a 
O M (U 
4J G na 
cd CO 4J t-H c 
u rH c c a as P OJ 
4J to o CO o CO 0) -i-l o 4J 
w a r—1 «H n i-i -i-i n H U 'rl c 
•ri 'H W 4-) (U m m •H <U +J •H 
c o •H Cd Xi 1—4 cd Xt Q Oi cd h 1—J 
•rl e t) O o 
s,w 
o w o <U CO 
< B •rl W 3 0 a) <C 3 a 4J 
W T) u a. na (U <U TJ Q) la iw -o 3 O 
< < PM M w H pd w H < o w m H 
N 14 83 81 70 13 82 343 
S.D. 1.02 1.18 1.26 1.18 1.32 1.01 1.17 
Mean 3.43 3.10 3.01 2.73 2.69 2.63 2.89 
99 
Table 66. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward' one of the 
benefits of having classes for severely handicapped pupils 
located in regular school buildings being social awareness 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 6.41 1.28 2.11 
Within Groups 336 204.14 .61 
Table 67. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward.one 
of the benefits of having classes for severely handicapped 
pupils located in regular school building being social 
awareness 
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Table 68. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward severely handi­
capped pupils being placed part time in a regular classroom 
if staffed by regular and special education personnel 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 8.65 1.73 2.65* 
Within Groups 337 219.70 .65 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 69. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward severely handicapped pupils 
being placed part time in a regular classroom if staffed by 
regular and special education personnel 
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Table 70 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
Statement 21--"There is a clear distinction between the responsibility of 
the local school district and the area education agency in programming 
for severely handicapped pupils." A significant difference was found 
at the .05 level. Attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and 
Duncan results are found in Table 71. The Duncan revealed that a differ­
ence occurred between AEA administrators and all other groups. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a regular elemen­
tary teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular 
elementary classroom teacher if a severely handicapped pupil (weighted 
at 4.2) were assigned to that classroom is found in Table 72. A 
significant difference at the .01 level was found. Table 73 shows 
attitude difference mean scores, standard deviations, and results of 
the Duncan for the six groups. No significant differences were found at 
the .01 level for the Duncan; however, at the .05 level the Duncan re­
vealed that AEA directors of special education differed from principals, 
superintendents, and AEA administrators. 
Table 74 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes toward 
the difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a 
regular secondary classroom teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
assigned to a secondary teacher if a severely handicapped pupil were 
assigned to that teacher. A significant difference at the .01 level 
was found. Attitude difference mean scores, standard deviations, and 
results of the Duncan are found in Table 75. No significant differences 
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Table 70. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that there is a clear distinction between local school 
district and AEA responsibilities in programming for severely 
handicapped pupils 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 11.21 2.24 2.52* 
Within Groups 332 295.75 .89 
"k 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 71. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the belief that there is a 
clear distinction between local school district and AEA 
responsibilities in programming for severely handicapped 
pupils 
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Table 72. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular 
elementary teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned 
to that teacher if a severely handicapped pupil were assigned 
to that classroom 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 872.27 174.45 5.41** 
Within Groups 256 8262.19 32.27 
Significant at the .01 level, 
Table 73. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the difference between the 
maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular elementary 
teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned to that 
teacher if a severely handicapped pupil were assigned 
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Table 74. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular 
secondary teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned 
to that teacher if a severely handicapped pupil were assigned 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 846.26 169.25 3.18** 
Within Groups 218 11593.93 53.18 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 75. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the difference between the 
maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular secondary 
teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned to that 
teacher if a severely handicapped pupil were assigned 
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were found for the Duncan at the .01 level. The Duncan at the .05 level 
revealed that AEA administrators differed from special education teachers, 
regular education teachers and AEA directors of special education. 
Item 23 through Item 30 pertained to programming for moderately 
handicapped pupils. Moderately handicapped pupils were defined as 
"pupils who are weighted 2.0 and who are generally placed in a self-
contained classroom with limited integration into regular classrooms." 
Table 76 shows an ANOVA summary table for the group attitudes 
toward Item 23—"It is the local school district's responsibility to 
provide special education programs and services to all resident pupils 
who are moderately handicapped." A highly significant difference be­
tween groups was found. Attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and 
Duncan results are found in Table 77. The Duncan at the .01 level 
revealed that regular education teachers differed from special education 
teachers, AEA directors of special education and AEA administrators. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward Statement 24— 
"Programs for moderately disabled pupils should be physically located 
within regular elementary and secondary schools."--is found in Table 78. 
A highly significant difference was found. Table 79 shows attitude mean 
scores, standard deviations, and results of the Duncan at the .01 level. 
The Duncan revealed that differences occurred between special education 
teachers and regular education teachers, superintendents, and principals. 
Table 80 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward 
Item 25--"Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit pupils 
who are moderately handicapped and who are generally served in 
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Table 76. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
it is the local school district's responsibility to provide 
special education programs for moderately handicapped pupils 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 17.92 3.58 6.50** 
Within Groups 338 186.39 .55 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 77. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the belief that it is the 
local school district's responsibility to provide special 
education programs for moderately handicapped pupils 
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Table 78. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
programs for moderately disabled pupils should be physically 
located within regular elementary, and secondary schools 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 13.59 2.72 5.42** 
Within Groups 338 169.42 .50 
** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 79. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the belief that programs for 
moderately disabled pupils should be physically located 
within regular elementary and secondary schools 
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Table 80. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
part time regular classroom placement would not benefit 
pupils who are moderately handicapped 
Source df SB MS F 
Between Groups 5 6.95 1.39 2.31* 
Within Groups 331 199.54 .60 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 81. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the belief that part time 
regular classroom placement would not benefit pupils who are 
moderately handicapped 
CO 4J 
w i-4 G )-l o 0) 
G 4J T) 
•U r-l 03 CO 0 
c O to c 1-4 >-4 c (U 
o w <U -H O to •u O CO u 
1—4 'H h n y -H cx cn M c 
CO 4J (U OJ •rl •r( Ctf 4J <0 •H 
•H CD Q D. nj o c 1-4 CO X! u 1—1 
O O O œ o c •d 3 O O (U CO Q) 3 !0 < 3 •H < s M 3 CD Q. 4J CU 13 (U w 4-4 na M w -o a) T3 (U 3 O 
CO w H C O M  p4 < < Pi W H W H 
N 80 13 83 14 67 80 337 
S.D. .68 .60 .73 .73 .86 .87 .78 
Mean 4.24 4.23 4.07 4.07 3.90 3.89 4.04 
109 
self-contained classrooms." A significant difference at the .05 level 
was found. Attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and the results 
of the Duncan at the .05 level are shown in Table 81. The Duncan 
revealed that the differences occurred between special education teachers 
and regular education teachers and superintendents. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
part time regular classroom placement would not benefit moderately 
hearing impaired pupils is found in Table 82. A highly significant 
difference was found. Table 83 shows attitude mean scores, standard 
deviations, and results of the Duncan at the .01 level. The Duncan 
revealed that AEA directors of special education differed from regular 
education teachers. 
Table 84 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward 
the belief that part time regular classroom placement would not benefit 
children with moderate emotional disabilities. No significant differ­
ences were found between groups. Attitude mean scores and standard 
deviations are shown in Table 85. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
part time regular classroom placement not benefiting children with 
moderate mental disabilities is found in Table 86. No significant 
differences were found. Attitude mean scores and standard deviations 
are found in Table 87. 
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Table 82. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
part time regular classroom placement would not benefit 
moderately hearing impaired pupils 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 10.23 2.05 4.12** 
Within Groups 338 167.93 .50 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 83. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the belief that part time 
regular classroom placement would not benefit moderately 
hearing impaired pupils 
ta 
M -u 
0) M H! 
M O O 
0 4J 13 
•U to to 0 
a to C M c rH (U C (U •r4 O 4J o to to •U 0 10 
k O "H 03 r-l •rl M Ou c k'H k 
•fH <U W -H to 4J Q) •ri •rl to 4J (U Q a. td C •i-l ta O M rl to  ^ r—4 
œ u -H a u O c (U 3 O O So 3 to CD < 3 < S tu 3 to 'ri D. 4J 
W 44 T) CL 13 (U M 3 0) -a (U O 
< O M CO W H P4 M pi W H H 
N 13 • 14 81 83 82 71 344 
S.D. .66 .74 .63 .72 .60 .87 .72 
Mean 4.54 4.36 4.22 4.00 3.96 3.86 4.05 
Ill 
Table 84. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
part time regular classroom placement would not benefit 
children with moderate emotional disabilities 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 4.59 .92 1.75 
Within Groups 337 176.99 .53 
Table 85. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward the 
belief that part time regular classroom placement would not 
benefit children with moderate emotional disabilities 
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Table 86. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
part time regular classroom placement would not benefit 
children with moderate mental disabilities 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 8.71 1.74 2.80 
Within Groups 338 210.15 .62 
Table 87. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward the 
belief that part time regular classroom placement would not 
benefit children with moderate mental disabilities 
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Table 88 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the 
belief that one of the benefits of having classes for moderately handi­
capped pupils located within regular schools is that of social awareness. 
A significant difference was found at the .01 level. According to the 
Duncan no differences occurred at the .01 level. Attitude mean scores, 
standard deviations, and Duncan results at the .05 level are shown in 
Table 89. The Duncan revealed that special education teachers differed 
from AEA administrators, regular education teachers, principals and 
superintendents. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward Item 27—"Children 
in self-contained special classes should be placed into the regular 
classroom program if deemed appropriate by a staffing team composed of 
regular and special education personnel."--is found in Table 90. A 
significant difference at the .01 level was found. Table 91 shows 
attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan results. According 
to the Duncan no significant differences occurred at the .01 level. 
The Duncan at the .05 level revealed that regular education teachers 
differed from special education teachers and AEA directors of special 
education. Also, superintendents differed from special education teachers 
and AEA directors of special education. 
Table 92 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward 
Statement 28—"Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to 
provide instruction for moderately handicapped pupils for limited periods 
of time." A highly significant difference was found. Attitude mean 
scores, standard deviations and the results of the Duncan at the .01 
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Table 88. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that one of the benefits of having classes for moderately 
handicapped pupils located within regular schools is that 
of social awareness 
Source df . SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 9.28 1.86 4.37** 
Within Groups 338 143.44 .42 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 89. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the belief that one of the 
benefits of having classes for moderately handicapped pupils 
located within regular schools is that of social awareness 
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Table 90. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief that 
children in self-contained special classes should be placed 
into regular programs if deemed appropriate by a staffing 
composed of regular and special education personnel 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 6.70 1.34 3.44** 
Within Groups 338 131.85 .39 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 91. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the belief that children in 
self-contained special classes should be placed into regular 
programs if deemed appropriate by a staffing composed of 
regular and special education personnel 
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Table 92. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able 
to provide instruction for moderately handicapped pupils for 
limited periods of time 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 20.16 4.03 5.63** 
Within Groups 338 242.16 .72 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 93. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the belief that regular 
classroom teachers should be expected to be able to provide 
instruction for moderately handicapped pupils for limited 
periods of time 
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level are found in Table 93. The Duncan revealed that regular education 
teachers differed from AEA administrators. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward Item 29--"Program 
directions for moderately handicapped pupils should be developed coopera­
tively by regular education personnel and special education personnel."— 
is found in Table 94. A significant difference at the .05 level was 
found. Table 95 shows attitude mean scores, standard deviations and 
results of the Duncan. Regular education teachers differed from special 
education teachers. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a regular elemen­
tary classroom teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned to a 
regular elementary teacher if a moderately handicapped pupil (weighted 
2.0) were assigend to that classroom is .found in Table 96. No signifi­
cant differences were found between the groups. Table 97 shows attitude 
difference mean scores and standard deviations. 
Table 98 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the 
difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a 
regular secondary classroom teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
assigned to a regular secondary teacher if a moderately handicapped 
pupil (weighted at 2.0) were assigned to that classroom. A significant 
difference was found. Attitude difference mean scores, standard de­
viations and results of the Duncan at the .05 level are found in Table 99. 
AEA administrators differed from principals, special education teachers. 
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Table 94. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that program direction for moderately handicapped pupils 
should be developed cooperatively by regular and special 
education personnel 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 5.57 1.11 2.37* 
Within Groups 338 159.01 .47 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 95. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the ,05 level toward the belief that program 
direction for moderately handicapped pupils should be 
developed cooperatively by regular and special education 
personnel 
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Table 96. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular 
elementary teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned 
to that teacher if a moderately handicapped pupil were assigned 
to that classroom 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 491.12 98.22 2.42 
Within Groups 238 9681.60 40.68 
Table 97. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward the 
difference between the maximum number of pupils assigned to 
a regular elementary teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
assigned to that teacher if a moderately handicapped pupil 
were assigned to that classroom 
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Table 98. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular 
secondary teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned 
to that teacher if a moderately handicapped pupil were 
assigned to that classroom 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 415.61 83.12 2.26* 
Within Groups 196 7205.64 37.76 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 99. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the .05 level toward the difference between the 
maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular secondary 
teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned to that 
teacher if a moderately handicapped pupil were assigned to 
that classroom 
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regular education teachers and AEA directors of special education 
according to the Duncan. 
Item 31 through Item 36 pertained to programming for mildly handi­
capped pupils. Mildly handicapped pupils were defined as "pupils who 
are weighted at 1.7 and who receive part of their instruction in a 
special education classroom and part of their instruction in a regular 
classroom." 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward Item 31--"It is the 
local school district's responsibility to provide special education 
programs and services to all resident pupils who are mildly handicapped." 
--is found in Table 100. A significant difference at the .01 level was 
found. Table 101 shows group attitude mean scores, standard deviations 
and Duncan results at the .01 level. The Duncan revealed that regular 
education teachers differed from special education teachers, AEA adminis­
trators and directors of special education. Also, principals differed 
from AEA directors of special education. 
Table 102 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward 
Item 32—"One of the benefits of having classes for mildly handicapped 
pupils located within the regular schools is social awareness," A 
highly significant difference was found. Group attitude mean scores, 
standard deviations, and the Duncan results are shown in Table 103. The 
Duncan revealed that special education teachers differed from AEA 
administrators, regular education teachers, principals, and super­
intendents. 
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Table 100. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that it is the local school district's responsibility to 
provide special education programs and services to resident 
mildly handicapped pupils 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 16.98 3.40 8.06** 
Within Groups 338 142.45 .42 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 101. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and Duncan 
results at the .01 level toward the belief that it is the 
local school district's responsibility to provide special 
education programs and services to resident mildly handi­
capped pupils 
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Table 102. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that one of the benefits of having classes for mildly handi­
capped pupils located within the regular schools is for 
social awareness 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 9.70 1.94 5.16** 
Within Groups 338 127.14 .38 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 103. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and results 
of the Duncan at the .01 level toward the belief that one of 
the benefits of having classes for mildly handicapped pupils 
located within the regular schools is for social awareness 
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An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward Statement 33— 
"Children in resource teaching programs and special classes with inte­
gration should be placed into the regular classroom if deem appropriate 
by the local staffing team composed of regular and special education 
personnel."--is shown in Table 104. A significant difference at the 
.01 level was found. Table 105 shows group attitude mean scores, 
standard deviations, and the Duncan results at the .01 level. The Duncan 
revealed that the difference occurred between regular education teachers 
and special education teachers and AEA directors of special education. 
Table 106 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward 
Item 34--"Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to 
provide instruction to mildly handicapped pupils for short periods of 
time." A highly significant difference was found. Attitude mean scores, 
standard deviations and Duncan results at the .01 level are found in 
Table 107. The Duncan revealed that regular education teachers differed 
from principals, superintendents, special education teachers, and AEA 
directors of special education. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward Statement 35— 
"Program directions for mildly handicapped pupils should be developed 
cooperatively by regular education personnel and special education 
personnel."--is found in Table 108. A significant difference at the 
.01 level was found. Table 109 shows attitude mean scores, standard 
deviations, and the results of the Duncan. The Duncan revealed that 
regular education teachers differed from special education teachers and 
AEA directors of special education. 
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Table 104. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that children placed in resource teaching programs and 
special classes with integration should be staffed by a 
team composed of regular and special education personnel 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 9.84 1.97 5.64** 
Within Groups 338 118.04 .35 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 105. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations and results 
of the Duncan at the «01 level toward the belief that child­
ren placed in resource teaching programs and special classes 
with integration should be staffed by a team composed of 
regular and special education personnel 
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Table 106. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that regular classroom teachers should be expected to be 
able to provide instruction to mildly handicapped pupils for 
short periods of time 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 19.53 3.91 7.52** 
Within Groups 338 175.68 .52 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 107. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results 
of the Duncan at the .01 level toward the belief that regu­
lar classroom teachers should be expected to be able to 
provide instruction to mildly handicapped pupils for short 
periods of time 
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Table 108. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the belief 
that program directions for mildly handicapped pupils 
should be developed cooperatively by regular and special 
education personnel 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 13.76 2.75 7.52** 
Within Groups 337 123.41 .37 
** Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 109. Group attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results 
of the Duncan at the .01 level toward the belief that pro­
gram directions for mildly handicapped pupils should be 
developed cooperatively by regular and special education 
personnel 
N 
S.D. 
Mean 
3 u 00 3 
0) T) 
W 
71 
.83 
1.90 
w 
M 0 4J 
to 
k 
4J 
m 
1 
< 
14 
.83 
1.71 
CO 
w 
C to Q) w 
•o o 
to 0 4J iH 
r-4 0) C! o to d 
to 4-1 O CO <U •I-I o 
a. c iH 'H M M U'H 
•H •H to 4J (U •H O 4J 
o •rl to X! A & to 
c <B O O U CO o 
•rl CX <V 3 CO < p 3 O. -o 0) pq 4-1 
< O W P^ CO CO M H 
82 
.56 
1.71 
82 
.48 
1 . 6 6  
81 
.51 
1.38 
13 
.38 
1.15 
to 
« 
o 
H 
343 
.63 
1.64 
128 
Table 110 shows an ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the 
difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a 
regular elementary classroom teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
assigned to a regular elementary teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil 
(weighted 1.7) were assigned to that classroom. No significant differ­
ences were found. Group difference attitude mean scores and standard 
deviations are found in Table 111. 
An ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a regular 
secondary classroom teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned 
to a regular secondary teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil (weighted 
at 1.7) were assigned to that classroom is found in Table 112. A 
significant difference at the .05 level was found. Table 113 shows 
group difference attitude mean scores, standard deviations, and results 
of the Duncan at the .05 level. The Duncan revealed that AEA adminis­
trators differed from all other groups. 
Summary 
This Chapter has presented the results of a survey of randomly 
selected regular and special education personnel in Iowa concerning the 
status of certain special education programs and services. Data from 
344 opinionnaires were analyzed. 
Section one of the Chapter presented a descriptive analysis of 
demographic and other information reported by the respondents. Section 
129 
Table 110. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular 
elementary teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned 
to that teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil were assigned 
to that classroom 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 209.59 41.92 2.52 
Within Groups 187 3116.47 16.67 
Table 111. Group attitude mean scores and standard deviations toward the 
difference between the maximum number of pupils assigned to 
a regular elementary teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
assigned to that teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil were 
assigned to that classroom 
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Table 112. ANOVA summary table for group attitudes toward the difference 
between the maximum number of pupils assigned to a regular 
secondary teacher and the maximum number of pupils assigned 
to that teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil were assigned 
to that classroom 
Source df SS MS F 
Between Groups 5 297.97 59.59 2.41* 
Within Groups 152 3765.92 24.78 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 113. Group difference attitude mean scores, standard deviations 
and results of the Duncan at the «05 level toward the 
difference between the maximum number of pupils assigned to 
a regular secondary teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
assigned to that teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil were 
assigned to that classroom 
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two presented an analysis by items using descriptive and inferential 
statistics. Since section two presented the results of the data on an 
item by item basis, a rather large number of Tables were utilized in 
presenting the results. Therefore, the reader was advised to scan 
section two which presented the findings and to go directly to section 
one of Chapter Five which provided a discussion of the findings relative 
to the hypotheses tested. 
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to survey the perceptions of randomly 
selected regular and special education personnel in Iowa concerning the 
status of certain special education programs and services. Six major 
groups were surveyed: AEA administrators, AEA directors of special 
education, superintendents, principals, special education teachers, and 
regular education teachers. 
For the purposes of discussion. Chapter V is divided into the 
following sections: 
1. Discussion of the findings relative to the hypotheses tested, 
2o Conclusions, 
3. Limitations, and 
4. Recommendations. 
Discussion of the Findings Relative to the 
Hypotheses Tested 
Null hypothesis one(a): 
There are no significant differences (p<.05) among the attitudes 
of the groups surveyed toward mainstreaming handicapped pupils 
into general education classrooms. Specifically as mainstream­
ing relates to: 
a) all instructional programs for children requiring 
special education. 
In order to fail to reject or reject this null hypothesis, data in 
response to items one and two of the opinionnaire were analyzed. Item 1 
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stated--"It is the local school district's responsibility to provide 
special education programs and services to all resident handicapped 
pupils who need it." Mean scores for all six groups revealed that all 
groups tended to 'Agree' with the statement. However, a highly signifi­
cant difference among the means was found according to the Duncan. AEA 
directors of special education, AEA administrators and special education 
teachers tended to agree more strongly than did principals. 
In response to Item 2 which stated that—"Children in the regular 
education program should have the opportunity to associate with handi­
capped children."--a highly significant difference was also found. Mean 
scores for all six groups revealed that all groups tended to 'Agree' 
with the statement. The Duncan revealed that special education teachers 
and AEA directors of special education agreed more strongly than did 
principals, regular education teachers and superintendents. 
There was a statistically significant difference at the .01 level 
in the mean scores among groups for Statements 1 and 2. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected for HO^^. 
Null hypothesis one(b): 
There are no significant differences (p <.05) among the attitudes of 
the groups surveyed toward mainstreaming severely handicapped 
pupils. 
In order to fail to reject or reject this null hypothesis, data in 
response to Items 15, 16, 18 and 19 of the opinionnaire were analyzed. 
In Item 15 a highly significant difference was found among the groups 
in response to the local school districts' responsibility to provide 
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special education programs and services to all resident severely handi­
capped pupilso Mean scores for all six groups revealed that all groups 
tended to 'Agree' with the statement. AEA administrators and special 
education teachers agreed more strongly with the statement than did 
principals and a significant difference occurred between these groups 
according to the Duncan. 
Item 16 stated—"Programs for severely handicapped pupils should be 
physically located within regular elementary and secondary school build­
ings." AEA administrators and special education teachers tended to 
'Agree' with the statement while superintendents, regular education 
teachers and principals clustered around a 'Neutral' position. Super­
intendents tended to take a 'Neutral' posture differing significantly 
from special education teachers and AEA administrators who tended to 
'Agree' with the statement. In addition, differences occurred between 
AEA administrators who tended to 'Agree' with the statement and regular 
education teachers and principals who tended to take a 'Neutral' posture. 
No significant differences occurred between the AEA director of special 
education group and other groups. 
Generally, special education personnel and the AEA administrators 
believed that such programs should be physically located within regular 
elementary and secondary schools whereas regular education personnel 
took a 'Neutral' position. 
Mean scores for all groups clustered around the 'Agree' position 
in response to Item 19 which stated that--"One of the benefits of having 
classes for severely handicapped pupils located in the regular schools 
135 
is social awareness." No significant differences were found among the 
six groups. All groups tended to 'Agree' that severely handicapped 
pupils and regular education pupils benefit at the "social awareness 
level" when classes for the severely handicapped are located within 
regular education facilities. 
In response to Item 18 --"Part time regular classroom placement 
will not benefit pupils who are severely handicapped and who are generally 
served in self-contained classrooms."—no significant differences were 
found among groups. All mean scores for the groups tended to cluster 
around the 'Neutral' position. However, a highly significant difference 
among groups was found in response to Item 18a which stated that—"Part 
time regular classroom placement will not benefit severely hearing 
impaired children." Mean scores revealed that AEA directors of special 
education, AEA administrators, and special education teachers tended to 
'Disagree' with the statement while regular education teachers, super­
intendents and principals tended to cluster around a 'Neutral' postion. 
According to the Duncan, regular education teachers tended to take a 
'Neutral' posture and differed significantly from special education 
teachers, AEA administrators, and AEA directors of special education 
who tended to 'Disagree' with the statement. 
In response to Item 18b which stated that part time regular education 
placement would not benefit children with severe emotional disabilities, 
a significant difference at the .05 level was found. Mean scores ranged 
from 2.94 to 3.86. Regular education teachers tended to take a 'Neutral' 
posture and differed significantly from AEA administrators and special 
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education teachers who tended to 'Disagree'. In addition, superintendents 
differed from AEA administrators who tended to 'Disagree' with the 
statement. 
Mean scores in response to Item 18c which stated that part time 
regular education placement would not benefit children with severe mental 
disabilities were also significant at the .05 level. It is interesting 
to note that superintendents tended to 'Agree' with the statement while 
AEA administrators and principals took a 'Neutral' position. The Duncan 
revealed that significant differences at the .05 level occurred between 
these groups. 
The investigator used a criterion that if two-thirds (67 percent) 
of the items within a grouping are significant a hypothesis should be 
rejected. Hypothesis one(b) was rejected. 
Null hypothesis one(c): 
There are no significant differences (p<.05) among the attitudes 
of the groups surveyed toward mainstreaming moderately handicapped 
pupils. 
In order to fail to reject or reject this null hypothesis, data 
in response to Items 23, 24, 25 and 26 of the opinionnaire were analyzed. 
In response to Item 23 which stated that--"It is the local school 
district's responsibility to provide special education programs and 
services to all resident pupils who are moderately handicapped."—a 
highly significant difference was found. All groups tended to 'Agree' 
or 'Strongly Agree* with this statement. AEA administrators, AEA 
directors of special education and special education teachers tended to 
'Strongly Agree' with the statement while regular education teachers 
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differed by responding at the 'Agree' level. Thus, special education 
personnel and AEA administrators tended to strongly believe that 
moderately handicapped pupils are the local district's responsibility 
with regular education teachers agreeing, but not having as strong a 
conviction. 
Mean scores for all groups were on the agree side of the scale in 
response to Item 24—"Programs for moderately disabled pupils should be 
physically located within regular elementary and secondary schools." A 
highly significant difference was found between groups however. The 
Duncan revealed that special education teachers tended to 'Strongly 
Agree' with the statement and were significantly different from principals, 
superintendents and regular education teachers who tended to 'Agree* with 
the statement. 
Mean scores for all groups in response to Item 26—"One of the 
benefits of having classes for moderately handicapped pupils located 
within the regular schools is social awareness."—were on the agree side 
of the scale. A significant difference between groups was found. The 
Duncan revealed that special education teachers more strongly agreed with 
the statement and differed significantly from AEA administrators, regular 
education teachers, principals and superintendents who agreed to a 
lesser degree. 
In response to Item 25—"Part time regular classroom placement will 
not benefit pupils who are moderately handicapped and who are generally 
served in self-contained classrooms."—a significant difference at the 
.05 level was found. Mean scores revealed that all groups were on the 
disagree side of the scale for this item. The Duncan revealed that 
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special education teachers more strongly disagreed with the statement 
and were significantly different from regular education teachers and 
superintendents who disagreed less strongly. 
Mean scores for all groups in response to Item 25a—"Part time 
regular classroom placement will not benefit moderately hearing impaired 
pupils."—were on the disagree side of the scale. A significant differ­
ence between groups was found. The Duncan revealed that AEA directors 
of special education more strongly disagreed with the statement and 
differed significantly from regular education teachers who disagreed to 
a lesser degree. 
In response to Items 25b and 25c no significant differences were 
found between groups. All groups tended to 'Disagree' with the statement 
that part time regular classroom placement would not benefit children 
with moderate emotional disabilities or moderate mental disabilities. 
The investigator used a criterion that if two-thirds (67 percent) 
of the items within a grouping are significant a hypothesis should be 
rejected. Hypothesis one(c) was rejected. 
Null hypothesis one(d): 
There are no significant differences (p<c05) among the attitudes of 
the groups surveyed toward mainstreaming mildly handicapped pupils. 
In order to fail to reject or reject this null hypothesis, data in 
response to Items 31 and 32 of the opinionnaire were analyzed. In 
response to Item 31 which stated that—"It is the local school district's 
responsibility to provide special education programs and services to all 
resident pupils who are mildly handicapped."—a highly significant 
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difference was found. Mean scores for all groups were,on the agree 
side of the scale. AEA directors of special education tended to 
'Strongly Agree' while regular education teachers and principals differed 
by responding to the 'Agree' level of the scale. In response to Item 32 
of the opinionnaire which stated—"One of the benefits of having classes 
for mildly handicapped pupils located within the regular schools is 
social awareness."—all mean scores again were on the agree side of the 
scale. A highly significant difference was found however. The Duncan 
revealed that special education teachers differed from AEA administrators, 
regular education teachers, principals and superintendents. Special 
education teachers tended to 'Strongly Agree' with the statements where 
the other groups tended to cluster around the 'Agree' level of the scale. 
Using the criterion as established, null hypothesis one(d) was 
rejected. 
In summarizing the results obtained related to the concept of main-
streaming, the following considerations must be kept in mind. First, 
the investigator has set an arbitrary criterion that if two-thirds 
(67 percent) of. the items in a subgrouping were significant, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. Using this criterion as set by the investigator, 
each null hypothesis related to the topic of mainstreaming was rejected. 
Caution in generalizing the results of this survey related to the 
attitudes of mainstreaming among the six groups must be practiced, 
however. Mainstreaming has been accomplished using a variety of models 
and has been accomplished in a variety of settings. Mainstreaming is a 
broad concept and has many different meanings to different individuals. 
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In the construction of the statements for the opinionnaire used in this 
investigation, the use of the term mainstreaming was avoided. The items 
used represent a sampling of the concepts related to mainstreaming and 
in no way were intended to be comprehensive in nature. 
It is also important to note that in all of the items attempting to 
measure attitudes toward the concept of mainstreaming, all groups tended 
to be on the agree side or the disagree side of the scale. Thus, the 
significant differences that occurred were mainly the result of the 
degree of agreement or disagreement with the statement. 
Null hypothesis two(a); 
There are no significant differences (p<.05) among the attitudes of 
the groups surveyed concerning a) leadership provided in promoting 
special education programs by the following positions: 
lo the local school district superintendent 
2. regular classroom teachers 
3. the AEA administrator 
4. special education teachers, and 
5. the AEA director of special education. 
In response to the item stating that superintendents provide leader­
ship in promoting special education programs, mean scores for all groups 
clustered on the agree side of the scale. A highly significant difference 
was found. It is interesting to note that administrative positions, 
specifically, AEA administrators, superintendents, AEA directors of 
special education and principals agreed more strongly with the statement 
than did regular and special education teachers. AEA administrators 
differed significantly from regular and special education teachers as 
well as superintendents differed significantly with regular and special 
education teachers. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
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Mean scores in response to regular classroom teachers providing 
leadership in promoting special education programs also fell on the 
agree side of the scale, A significant difference was found at the .05 
level for this item. Superintendents with a mean of 2.01 differed 
significantly with regular education teachers who obtained a mean of 
2.54. Superintendents tended to believe that regular education teachers 
provided more leadership in promoting special education programs than 
did the regular teachers themselves. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
In response to AEA administrators providing leadership in promoting 
special education programs, no significant differences were found among 
the six groups. All groups tended to 'Agree' with that statement. No 
significant differences were found among the groups in response to 
special education teachers providing leadership in promoting special 
education programs. All groups tended to 'Agree' with that statement 
and mean scores revealed that an overall stronger agreement was obtained 
than was for the AEA administrator position. We fail to reject the null 
hypothesis. 
Mean scores in response to AEA directors of special education 
providing leadership in promoting special education programs clustered 
on the agree side of the scale. AEA directors tended to 'Strongly Agree' 
(mean of 1.08) while special education teachers (1.65) and principals 
(1.74) agreed less strongly. A significant difference at the .05 level 
occurred between these groups. In addition, AEA administrators who 
tended to 'Strongly Agree' with the statement differed significantly 
from special education teachers and principals who tended to cluster 
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around the 'Agree' level. Because of the job title, specifically, 
director of special education, one might have anticipated greater agree­
ment to the statement than was obtained. Possibly special education 
teachers and principals expect more leadership from AEA directors of 
special education than currently provided or AEA directors of special 
education believed that they as a group are providing more leadership 
than is perceived by special education teachers and principals, AEA 
administrators differed significantly from special education teachers 
and principals on this item also. AEA administrators apparently per­
ceived that more leadership in promoting special education programs is 
provided by the AEA director of special education than is perceived by 
special education teachers and principals. The null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
Null hypothesis two(b): 
There are no significant differences (p<.05) among the attitudes of 
the groups surveyed concerning b) staffing patterns in serving all 
handicapped pupils and: 
1. staffing patterns in serving severely handicapped pupils 
2o staffing patterns in serving moderately handicapped pupils, 
and 
3. staffing patterns in serving mildly handicapped pupils. 
In order to fail to reject or reject the null hypothesis two(b) in 
relationship to all handicapped pupils, data from Items 3, 6, and 7 of 
the opinionnaire were analyzed. 
In response to Item 3—"The regular classroom teacher does not have 
enough time to serve children who are handicapped when they are in the 
regular education program."—a significant difference at the .01 level 
was found. Regular education teachers differed significantly from 
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special education teachers, superintendents, AEA administrators and AEA 
directors of special education on this item. Regular education teachers 
tended to 'Agree' (X 2.04), with AEA directors of special education 
taking a 'Neutral' position (X 3.31). Principals (X 2.35) differed 
significantly from AEA directors of special education as well as did 
special education teachers in response to this item. Thus, principals 
and special education teachers tended to agree more strongly with regular 
education teachers that they do not have enough time to serve children 
who are handicapped than did AEA directors of special education. 
No significant differences among groups were found in response to 
Item 6--"Principals should be present for all staffing meetings where 
instructional placement decisions are made for children who require 
special education." While all groups tended to 'Strongly Agree' or 
'Agree' with this statement, it is interesting to note that the mean 
scores for the other five groups are higher than that of the principals. 
While not significantly different, it appeared that all other groups 
believed that principals should be involved in the staffing process more 
strongly than did the principal group themselves. 
A highly significant difference was found among groups in response 
to Item 7--"Regular classroom teachers should be involved in the place­
ment decision for a special education pupil if the child is to be 
placed in his/her regular education program for a portion of the day." 
Mean scores for all groups clustered on the agree side of the scale. 
Special education teachers agreed strongly with the statement and dif­
fered significantly from principals, AEA administrators and superintendents 
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who agreed less strongly with the statement. Regular education teachers 
agreed more strongly with the statement and differed significantly from 
superintendents in response to being involved in the placement decisions 
for special education pupils who are to be placed in their classrooms. 
On the basis of this question, it appeared as though special education 
teachers and regular education teachers are in agreement that regular 
education teachers should have a voice in the decision to place handi­
capped pupils in their classrooms. 
Using the criterion as established by the investigator, null 
hypothesis two(b) was rejected. 
Null hypothesis two(b^): 
In order to fail to reject or reject the null hypothesis concerning 
staffing patterns in serving severely handicapped pupils, data from 
Items 17 and 20 of the opinionnaire were analyzed. 
No significant differences were found among groups in response to 
Item 17—"Program direction for severely handicapped pupils should be 
developed cooperatively by regular education personnel and special educa­
tion personnel." All groups tended to 'Agree' or approached the 'Neutral' 
position on the scale. AEA directors of special education agreed less 
with the statement than did the other groups according to mean score 
results. This group perception may be a result of the fact that 
historically regular education had done little in programming for the 
severely handicapped and special education has assumed this responsibility. 
A significant difference at the .05 level was found among the groups 
in response to Item 20—"Pupils in self-contained classes for the 
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severely handicapped should be placed part time into regular classrooms 
if deemed appropriate by a staffing team composed of regular and special 
education personnel." Regular education teachers differed from AEA 
directors of special education and special education teachers who agreed 
more strongly with the statement. Regular education teacher responses 
to this item may be an indication that they as a group did not wish to 
serve severely handicapped pupils in their classrooms. 
Using the criterion as established by the investigator, we fail 
to reject null hypothesis two(b^). 
Null hypothesis twoCb^): 
In order to fail to reject or reject the null hypothesis concerning 
staffing patterns in serving moderately handicapped pupils, data from 
Items 27 and 29 of the opinionnaire were analyzed. 
A highly significant difference was found among groups in response 
to Item 27--"Children in self-contained special classes should be placed 
into the regular classroom program if deemed appropriate by a staffing 
team composed of regular and special education personnel." The Duncan 
at the .05 level revealed that AEA directors of special education and 
special education teachers differed from superintendents and regular 
regular education teachers. Mean scores revealed that all groups 
clustered on the agree side of the scale. 
A significant difference among groups in response to Item 29 --
"Program direction for moderately handicapped pupils should be developed 
cooperatively by regular education personnel and special education 
personnel."--was found. Special education teachers differed from 
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regular education teachers in response to this item. Mean scores were 
clustered on the agree side of the scale. One possible explanation for 
regular education teachers not agreeing as strongly as special education 
teachers might be that they believed that moderately handicapped pupils 
should be served in special education classes, thus no real need for 
cooperative planning among regular and special education. 
Using the criterion as established by the investigator, we reject 
null hypothesis two(b^). 
Null hypothesis twoCb^): 
In order to fail to reject or reject the null hypothesis concerning 
staffing patterns in serving mildly handicapped pupils, data from 
Items 33 and 35 of the opinionnaire were analyzed. 
A highly significant difference was found among groups in response to 
Item 33--"Children in resource teaching programs and special classes 
with integration should be placed into the regular classroom if deemed 
appropriate by the local staffing team composed of regular and special 
education personnel." The Duncan at the .01 level revealed that regular 
education teachers differed significantly from AEA directors of special 
education and special education teachers. Mean scores revealed that all 
groups clustered on the agree side of the scale. On the basis of this 
item, regular education teachers did not agree as strongly as AEA 
directors of special education and special education teachers that 
children in resource teaching programs and special classes should be 
placed by a staffing team composed of regular and special education 
personnel. 
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A highly significant difference was found among groups in response 
to Item 35—"Program directions for mildly handicapped pupils should be 
developed cooperatively by regular education personnel and special 
education personnel." Here again, all mean scores fell on the agree 
side of the scale. However, as with Item 33, regular education teachers 
did not agree as strongly with the statement as did AEA directors of 
special education and special education teachers. 
It is interesting to note that on both items, regular education 
teachers differed significantly from the special education personnel 
surveyed. One might have speculated that regular education teachers 
would have agreed more closely with special education personnel in 
serving mildly handicapped pupils. 
Using the criterion as established by the investigator, we reject 
null hypothesis twoCb^). 
Null hypothesis two(c): 
There are no significant differences (p<.05) among the attitudes of 
the groups surveyed concerning responsibilities of regular and 
special education personnel in programming for handicapped pupils 
In order to fail to reject or reject the null hypothesis, data from 
Items 21, 28 and 34 were analyzed. 
A significant difference at the .05 level among groups in response to 
Item 21 —"There is a clear distinction between the responsibility of the 
local school district and the area education agency in programming for 
severely handicapped pupils."--was found. Mean scores revealed that AEA 
administrators tended to 'Agree* with the statement and differed 
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significantly with all other groups who tended to take a 'Neutral' to 
'Disagree' posture. 
A highly significant difference among groups in response to Item 
28 —"Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to pro­
vide instruction for moderately handicapped pupils for limited periods 
of time."--was found. Mean scores tended to fall on the 'Agree' to 
'Neutral' portion of the scale. AEA administrators tended to agree 
more strongly with the statement and differed significantly from regular 
education teachers who tended to take a 'Neutral' posture in response 
to this item. 
A highly significant difference was also found among groups in 
response to Item 34—"Regular classroom teachers should be expected to 
be able to provide instruction to mildly handicapped pupils for short 
periods of time." Mean scores clustered on the agree side of the scale. 
The Duncan revealed that a highly significant difference occurred between 
regular education teachers and AEA directors of special education, 
special education teachers, superintendents and principals who tended to 
agree more strongly with the statement than did regular education 
teachers. Regular education teachers may have been revealing their 
frustrations in working with handicapped pupils through this item. Re­
sponses may have tended to indicate that the regular education teachers 
surveyed believe that they had little responsibility in programming for 
mildly handicapped pupils. 
Using the criterion as established by the investigator, we reject 
null hypothesis two(c). 
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Null hypothesis three: 
There are no significant differences (p<.05) among the attitudes 
of the groups surveyed in their perception of: 
a) the adequacy of their preparation to function in their 
respective roles with handicapped pupils, and 
b) sources which provide information concerning handicapped 
pupils. Specifically through: 
Ic college coursework 
2o inservice programming by the Department of Public 
Instruction 
3. inservice programming by the Area Education Agency 
4. inservice programming by the local school district, 
and 
5. professiondi organizations. 
A highly significant difference among the groups in response to 
Item 8 --"I feel adequately prepared to function in my role with handi­
capped pupils." --was found. A number of differences occurred among 
groups. Mean scores tended to reveal that AEA directors of special 
education, special education teachers and AEA administrators felt better 
prepared to function in their roles than did superintendents, principals 
and regular education teachers. Due to the different emphases in train­
ing programs, this is not an unexpected finding. These results, however, 
tended to support the concept that inservice training and additional 
preparation may enhance superintendents, principals and regular education 
teachers' positions in working with special education programming. We 
reject the null hypothesis. 
A highly significant difference was found among groups in response 
to the statement that they had been provided adequate information con­
cerning handicapped pupils through college coursework. Regular education 
teachers, superintendents, and principals differed significantly from 
special education teachers and AEA directors of special education. The 
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mean scores of the special education personnel tended to cluster around 
the 'Agree' portion of the scale while the regular education per­
sonnel clustered around the 'Neutral' to 'Disagree' portion of the 
scale. Here again, one might have expected this type of response in 
respect to college preparation. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Significant differences did occur. 
A highly significant difference also occurred in response to the 
Department of Public Instruction (DPI) providing inservice programming 
related to handicapped pupils. Regular education teachers disagreed 
with the statement and were significantly different from all other groups. 
Principals, superintendents, and special education teacher mean scores 
clustered around a 'Neutral' position and significantly differed from 
AEA administrators and AEA directors of special education who tended to 
/ 
agree with the statement. This item revealed that in general, regular 
education personnel believe that the Department of Public Instruction 
has provided little inservice programming related to special education. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
A highly significant difference also occurred among groups in 
response to the Area Education Agency providing inservice programming 
related to handicapped pupils. As in the case with DPI inservice 
programming, regular education teachers tended to disagree with the 
statement and significantly differed from all other groups. Principals 
and special education teachers tended to take a 'Neutral' posture and 
differed significantly from superintendents, AEA administrators and AEA 
directors of special education who tended to agree with the statement. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
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In response to the loc al school district providing inservice pro­
gramming related to handicapped pupils, a highly significant difference 
was found among groups. Superintendents (X 2.89) and principals (X 2.93) 
tended to take a 'Neutral* posture and differed significantly from 
special education teachers (X 3.35), regular education teachers (X 3.69) 
and AEA directors of special education (X 3.69) who tended to take a 
'Neutral' to 'Disagree* posture. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
A highly significant difference occurred among groups in response 
to professional organizations (of which the individual was a member) 
providing information related to handicapped pupils. Regular education 
teachers tended to 'Disagree' and differed significantly from all other 
groups. Principals and superintendents took a 'Neutral' position and 
differed significantly from AEA directors of special education who agreed 
with the statement. Regular education personnel tended to take a 'Neutral* 
to 'Disagree' posture while special education personnel took a 'Neutral' 
to 'Agree' posture in response to the statement. This finding is not 
necessarily surprising; however, it may lend support to the notion that 
professional organizations and especially organizations serving regular 
education personnel need to take a stronger look at sharing information 
related to handicapped pupils. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
The reader should note that in response to items related to inservice 
programming, AEA personnel (administrators and directors of special 
education) agreed with the statement that the AEA had provided adequate 
information through AEA inservice programming. Superintendents and 
principals tended to 'Agree* more strongly than the other groups that 
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the local school district had provided adequate information concerning 
handicapped pupils through local school district inservice programming. 
The potential exists that an agency bias entered into the responses. 
Null hypothesis four: 
There are no significant differences (p<.05) among the attitudes of 
the groups surveyed concerning various alternative educational 
strategies deemed appropriate in programming for handicapped pupils. 
Specifically in: 
a. limiting the number of handicapped pupils placed in a 
given regular education classroom 
b. the utilization of a nongraded educational program 
c. the use of team teaching 
d. the use of educational aides 
e. the utilization of consultative services, and 
f. reducing class, size when handicapped pupils are placed 
in a regular education program. 
A highly significant difference was found among groups in response 
to limiting the number of handicapped pupils placed in a given regular 
education classroom. Mean scores revealed that all groups clustered on 
the agree side of the scale. Special education and regular education 
teachers tended to 'Strongly Agree' with the statement and differed 
significantly from superintendents and AEA directors of special education 
who tended to 'Agree' with the statement. The null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
A significant difference was found among groups in response to the 
utilization of a nongraded educational program. Mean scores indicated 
that all groups tended to 'Disagree' or 'Strongly Disagree' with the 
statement. The significant difference occurred between regular education 
teachers and special education teachers who tended to 'Disagree' with the 
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statement and AEA directors of special education who tended to 'Strongly 
Disagree' with the statement. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
In response to the statement—"Team teaching by a regular classroom 
teacher and a special education teacher is an effective way to program 
for handicapped pupils."--a highly significant difference among groups 
was found. Mean scores revealed that all groups tended to 'Agree' or 
take a 'Neutral' posture in relationship to this statement. Special 
education teachers tended to 'Agree' with the statement and differed 
significantly with principals and superintendents who tended to take a 
more 'Neutral' posture. In general, special education personnel were 
more supportive of the concept of team teaching than were regular 
education personnel. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
A significant difference among groups was found in response to the 
use of educational aides when handicapped pupils are placed in the 
regular education program. Mean scores indicated that all groups tended 
to 'Agree' or take a 'Neutral' posture in relationship to this statement. 
Special education teachers tended to 'Agree' and differed significantly 
from superintendents who tended to take a 'Neutral' posture. Special 
education teachers as a group may have tended to agree with the statement 
more strongly than the other groups based on personal experience since 
many instructional programs in special education utilize educational 
aides. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
No significant differences were found among groups in response to 
the statement--"Periodic visitations and support by special education 
consultants is adequate in meeting the needs of regular classroom 
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teachers who have handicapped pupils placed in their classrooms." Mean 
scores tended to cluster around the 'Neutral' position of the scale. We 
failed to reject the null hypothesis. 
A highly significant difference among groups was found in response 
to Item 4--"Class size (pupil/teacher ratio) of regular classroom teachers 
should be reduced when handicapped pupils are served in the regular 
education program." Mean scores revealed that all groups tended to 
'Strongly Agree' or 'Agree' with the statement. Regular and special 
education teachers agreed more strongly and differed significantly from 
superintendents and AEA directors of special education who agreed less 
strongly with the statement. 
In an attempt to determine what the groups believed the reduction in 
class size should be, data in response to Items 22, 30 and 36 were 
analyzed. 
Item 22 dealt with programming for severely handicapped pupils. 
Part (a) of the question asked the respondents to indicate the maximum 
number of pupils that they believed should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher at the elementary and secondary level. Mean responses 
and standard deviations for each group at the elementary level (Table 114) 
and secondary level (Table 115) are shown in Appendix D. Table 116 and 
Table 117 in Appendix D shows mean score responses and standard devia­
tions for each group at the elementary and secondary levels respectively 
if a severely handicapped pupil were assigned to that classroom. 
In looking at mean scores across all groups, we see that a mean of 
23.78 was obtained ag the maximum class size at the elementary level. 
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A mean of 16.98 was obtained as the maximum class size if a severely 
handicapped pupil were to be assigned to that classroom at the 
elementary level. 
An analysis of variance was computed in order to determine if a 
significant difference among groups occurred. In doing this analysis, 
the difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to 
a regular elementary classroom teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
to be assigned if a severely handicapped pupil were assigned to that 
classroom was computed. A highly significant difference was found. The 
Duncan revealed that AEA directors of special education differed from 
principals, superintendents and AEA administrators. As a group, AEA 
directors of special education did not see the need to reduce class 
size as much when a severely handicapped pupil was placed in a regular 
classroom as did principals, superintendents and AEA administrators. 
In looking at mean scores across all groups, we see that a mean of 
26.85 (Table 115) was obtained as the maximum class size at the secondary 
level. A mean of 19.47 (Table 117) was obtained as the maximum class 
size if a severely handicapped pupil were to be assigned to that class­
room at the secondary level. 
An analysis of variance was computed in order to determine if a 
significant difference among groups occurred. In doing this analysis, 
the difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to 
a regular secondary classroom teacher and the maximum number of pupils 
to be assigned if a severely handicapped pupil were assigned to that 
classroom was computed. A highly significant difference was found. The 
156 
Duncan revealed that AEA administrators differed from AEA directors of 
special education, regular education teachers and special education 
teachers. As a group, AEA administrators believed that a greater re­
duction in class size was appropriate when a severely handicapped pupil 
was assigned to a secondary classroom» They differed significantly from 
AEA directors, regular education teachers and special education teachers 
who believed that a smaller reduction in class size was appropriate. 
Item 30 dealt with programming for moderately handicapped pupils. 
Part (a) of the question asked the respondents to indicate the maximum 
number of pupils that they believed should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher at the elementary and secondary level. Mean responses 
and standard deviations for each group at the elementary level are shown 
in Table 118 and for the secondary level in Table 119 in Appendix D. 
Tables 120 and 121 in Appendix D show group mean scores and standard 
deviations for the elementary and secondary levels respectively if a 
moderately handicapped pupil were assigned to that classroom. 
In looking at mean scores across all groups, we see that a mean of 
23.84 was obtained as the maximum class size at the elementary level. A 
mean of 19.86 was obtained as the maximum class size if a moderately 
handicapped pupil were to be assigned to that classroom at the elementary 
level. 
An analysis of variance was computed in order to determine if a 
significant difference among groups occurred. In doing this analysis, the 
difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a regu­
lar elementary classroom teacher and the maximum number to be assigned if 
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a moderately handicapped pupil were assigned to that classroom was 
computed. Even though group mean scores revealed that a reduction in 
class size was deemed appropriate for each and all groups, no significant 
differences were found among groups. 
In reviewing mean scores across all groups, we see that a mean of 
26.95 was obtained as the maximum class size at the secondary level. A 
mean of 22.53 was obtained as the maximum class size if a moderately 
handicapped pupil were to be assigned to that secondary classroom. 
An analysis of variance was computed in order to determine if a 
significant difference among groups occurred. In doing this analysis, 
the difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a 
regular secondary classroom teacher and the maximum number to be assigned 
if a moderately handicapped pupil were assigned to that classroom was 
computed. 
A significant difference at the .05 level was found. The Duncan 
revealed that AEA administrators differed from AEA directors of special 
education, regular education teachers, special education teachers and 
principals. As groups, AEA directors of special education teachers, 
special education teachers and principals did not see the need to reduce 
class size as much as did AEA administrators when a moderately handicapped 
pupil was placed into that classroom. 
Item 36 dealt with programming for mildly handicapped pupils. Part 
(a) of this question asked the respondents to indicate the maximum number 
of pupils that they beleived should be assigned to a regular classroom 
teacher at the elementary and secondary level. Mean responses and 
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standard deviations for each group at the elementary level are shown 
in Table 122 and for the secondary level in Table 123 in Appendix D. 
Tables 124 and 125 in Appendix D show group mean scores and standard 
deviations for the elementary and secondary levels respectively if a 
mildly handicapped pupil were assigned to that classroom. 
In reviewing mean scores across all groups, we see that a mean of 
23.97 was obtained as a maximum class size at the elementary level. A 
mean of 21.41 was obtained as the maximum class size if a mildly handi­
capped pupil were to be assigned to that elementary classroom. 
An analysis of variance was computed in order to determine if a 
significant difference among groups occurred. In doing this analysis, 
the difference between the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to 
a regular elementary classroom teacher and the maximum number to be 
assigned if a mildly handicapped pupil were assigned to that class­
room was computed. 
Even though group mean scores revealed that a reduction (approximately 
2-3 pupils) in class size was deemed appropriate for each and all groups, 
no significant differences were found among groups. 
An analysis of variance was also computed in order to determine if a 
significant difference among groups occurred in reference to the secondary 
level. In doing this analysis, the difference between the maximum number 
of pupils to be assigned to a regular secondary classroom teacher and the 
maximum number of pupils to be assigned if a mildly handicapped pupil 
were assigned to that classroom was computed. A significant difference 
at the .05 level was found. The Duncan revealed that AEA administrators 
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differed from all other groups. As a group, AEA administrators believed 
that a greater reduction in class size was appropriate when a mildly 
handicapped pupil was assigned to a secondary classroom. They differed 
significantly from all other groups who believed that a smaller reduction 
in class size was appropriate. 
In summary, mean group class size data revealed that the maximum 
number of pupils to be assigned at the elementary level ranged from 
23.78 to 23.97 in response to the three items asking for this data. At 
the secondary level, the maximum number of pupils to be assigned to a 
regular teacher ranged from 26.83 to 26«97. These results revealed that 
very good inter question reliability was obtained. 
When a severely handicapped pupil was to be placed in the elementary 
classroom or secondary classroom, group responses revealed a reduction in 
class size of approximately seven pupils. When a moderately handicapped 
pupil was to be placed in an elementary or secondary classroom group 
responses revealed a reduction in class size of approximately four pupils. 
If a mildly handicapped pupil was to be placed in an elementary or 
secondary classroom, group responses revealed a reduction in class size 
of two-to-three pupils. 
It should be noted that some of the respondents choose not to respond 
to the items relating to class size. Several possible explanations are 
noted. First, it appeared generally that elementary principals responded 
to the items relating to class size at the elementary level and secondary 
principals generally responded to the items relating to class size at 
the secondary level. In other words, elementary principals generally 
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left the items related to the secondary level blank and secondary 
principals generally did not respond to items related to the elementary 
level. Another possible explanation for a reduction in the number of 
responses to this item might have been a reaction toward possible 
collective bargaining conflicts relating to class size. In addition, 
the items relating to class size were the only items asking for infor­
mation about regular education programs. Since all of the other items 
related to special education programming, the items asking for maximum 
class size for regular education programming may have confused the 
respondents. 
Conclusions 
Based on the data collected in this survey, the following con­
clusions appear tenable: 
1. Significant differences among the attitudes of the six groups 
surveyed toward mainstreaming did exist. AEA directors of special 
education, special education teachers and AEA administrators tended to 
cluster as a group; tended to express stronger beliefs toward mainstream­
ing and tended to support the merits (concepts) of mainstreaming more 
strongly than did superintendents, principals and regular education 
teachers. Superintendents, principals and regular education teachers 
tended to cluster as a group and tended to take a neutral to supportive 
position toward mainstreaming. 
2. Significant differences among the attitudes of the six groups 
toward mainstreaming severely hearing impaired pupils, severely 
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emotionally disabled children, and severely mentally disabled children 
did exist. AEA directors of special education, special education 
teachers and AEA administrators tended to cluster as a group and tended 
to believe that regular education placement is most beneficial for 
severely hearing impaired children; less beneficial for severely emotion­
ally disabled children; and least beneficial for severely mentally 
handicapped children. Superintendents, principals and regular education 
teachers tended to cluster as a group and tended to believe that regular 
education placement is less beneficial for severely hearing impaired 
children, severely emotionally disabled children, and severely mentally 
handicapped children as compared to AEA directors of special education, 
special education teachers and AEA administrators. 
3. All groups surveyed, AEA administrators, AEA directors of special 
education, superintendents, principals, special education teachers and 
regular education teachers were supportive and tended to believe that 
regular education placement was beneficial for moderately hearing 
impaired pupils, moderately emotionally disabled children and for moder­
ately mentally disabled children. 
4. Significant differences among the attitudes of the six groups 
surveyed toward superintendents, regular classroom teachers, AEA adminis­
trators, special education teachers, and AEA directors of special education 
in providing leadership in promoting special education programs did exist. 
However, all groups agreed that individuals in all of the positions 
provide leadership in promoting special education programs. Based on 
group means, special education teachers and AEA directors of special 
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education tended to provide more leadership than did superintendents, 
AEA administrators, and regular classroom teachers. 
5. Significant differences among the attitudes of the six groups 
surveyed toward cooperative planning and cooperative staffing (staffing 
patterns) of pupils into regular education programs by special education 
and regular education personnel did exist. However, all groups tended 
to agree with the concept of cooperative planning and cooperative staff­
ing of pupils into regular education programs for severely handicapped 
pupils; for moderately handicapped pupils; and for mildly handicapped 
pupils. Differences occurred as a result of how strongly each group 
believed in the concept of cooperative planning and cooperative staffing 
by regular and special education personnel. 
6. Even though regular education teachers believed that they should 
provide instruction to moderately and mildly handicapped pupils for 
limited periods of time, they differed from the other groups in how 
strongly they believed toward providing such instruction. 
7. AEA directors of special education, special education teachers, 
and AEA administrators believed that they were better prepared to function 
in their respective roles related to special education programming than 
did superintendents, principals, and regular education teachers. This 
survey tended to support the need for pre-service and inservice training 
related to special education for superintendents, principals, and 
regular education teachers. Differences occurred among the groups con­
cerning various sources of information (college coursework, inservice 
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programming by the DPI, AEA and LEA, and supplied by professional 
organizations) relating to special education. 
8. Special education and regular education personnel appeared to 
support the concept that there should be a limit to the number of 
handicapped pupils who are placed into a given regular education class­
room at any point in time. Teachers as a group took a stronger position 
on this issue than did special education and regular education adminis­
trators. 
9. Special education and regular education personnel tended to 
agree that a nongraded educational program would not eliminate the need 
for special education classes. Special education and regular education 
teachers did not disagree as strongly as AEA directors of special education. 
10. All groups tended to agree with the team teaching concept and 
the use of educational aides in programming for some handicapped pupils. 
However, special education teachers differed significantly from super­
intendents and principals concerning the effectiveness of team teaching 
between regular and special education teachers and the use of classroom 
aides in programming for handicapped pupils, 
11. Special education personnel and regular education personnel 
tended to agree that periodic visitations and support by special education 
consultants was not an effective way in meeting the needs of handicapped 
pupils when they are placed in regular education programs. 
12. Regular education and special education teachers agreed more 
strongly and differed significantly from superintendents and AEA 
directors of special.education toward reducing regular teacher class 
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size when a handicapped pupil was served in the regular program. However, 
all groups surveyed tended to agree with the concept of reducing class 
size when handicapped pupils are mainstreamed. Even though differences 
occurred among groups, when looking at mean class size for a regular 
elementary or secondary classroom teacher and the mean class size when a 
handicapped pupil was placed into an elementary or secondary classroom, 
a reduction in class size occurred in all instances. Specifically, the 
data suggested an approximate reduction of seven pupils if a severely 
handicapped pupil was to be mainstreamed; a reduction of approximately 
four pupils if a moderately handicapped pupil was to be mainstreamed; and 
à reduction of two-to-three pupils if a mildly handicapped pupil was 
going to be mainstreamed. 
Limitations 
Due mainly to budgetary limitations, the random samples drawn were 
rather limited for the special education and regular education teachers 
groups. The 81 returned surveys by special education teachers represented 
approximately three (.0275) percent of the special education teachers in 
Iowa for the 1977-78 school year. The 71 returned surveys for regular 
education teachers represented less than one (.0023) percent of the 
regular classroom teachers employed in Iowa for the 1977-78 school year. 
Thus, one must be cautious in making generalizations concerning the 
findings of this survey for the regular and special education teacher 
groups. 
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Recommendations 
Based on the results of this study the following recommendations are 
suggested: 
1. Differences among the groups surveyed concerning the concepts of 
mainstreaming did exist. State, intermediate, and local education 
agencies need to examine more closely how they program for handicapped 
pupils in order to insure appropriate programming in the least restric­
tive environment. Preservice and inservice training concerning appro­
priate programming for handicapped pupils in the least restrictive 
environment would seem to be a major priority for all education agencies. 
2. Appropriate programming for handicapped pupils involves 
cooperative endeavors between regular and special education personnel. 
Regular education personnel and special education personnel share 
responsibilities in providing leadership in promoting special education 
programs; in cooperatively planning and staffing special education pupils; 
and in delineating specific roles and responsibilities of regular and 
special education personnel in the delivery of services. Strategies need 
to be developed to enhance cooperative endeavors between regular and 
special education personnel. 
3. Special education and regular education personnel appeared to 
support the concepts of limiting the number of handicapped pupils who 
are placed into a given regular education classroom at a given point in 
time and reducing regular education teachers' class size when handicapped 
pupils are placed into the regular program. These concepts are relatively 
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new to the special education scene in Iowa and have far-reaching 
implications concerning regulations governing special education programs 
and implications concerning collective negotiations. More study of the 
issues surrounding these concepts and validation of the preliminary 
findings of this study need to be undertaken. 
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APPENDIX A: OPINIONNAIRE 
Page three of the opinionnaire included herein was used as 
follows: 
Page three (a) To AEA administrators and 
superintendents page 180 
Page three (b) To AEA directors of special 
education page 181 
Page three (c) To principals page 182 
Page three (d) To regular and special 
education teachers page 183 
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INSTRUCTIONS 
Answer the following questions as they relate to children who are handicapped In obtaining an education and have been Identified and assigned 
a weighting of 1.7, 2.0 or 4.2. Please note that the general questions address children across disability areas who are handicapped because 
of a physical, mental, emotional, communication, learning disability, or who are chronically disruptive. Do not include children receiving 
clinical speech services only. 
Please read each statement carefully, then mark your response on the scale that best represents your opinion. 
For example, if you strongly agree with the following statement, you would circle number one (1). 
EXAMPLE 22 25 
t 
2 
If you are comp 
All men are creatad equal. 
undecided whether you agree or disagree, you should circle #3 (neutral). You may use any number on the scale that you pletely _ ... .... 
believe reflects your opinion. Please respond to each statement. The answers which will be the most helpful are the ones which best reflect 
your own feelings about each statement. 
I. OPINIONNAIRE 
Part A. General• (Related to all instructional programs 
tor children requiring special education) 
1. It is the local school district's responsibility to provide special education programs and services 
to all resident handicapped pupils who need It. 
2. Children In the regular educational program should have the opportunity to associate with handicapped 
children. 
3. The regular classroom teacher does not have enough time to serve children who are handicapped when 
they are in the regular education program. 
4. Class size (pupil/teacher ratio) of regular classroom teachers should be reduced when handicapped 
pupils are served In the regular education program. 
5. The following positions provide leadership In promoting programs for children who require special 
education. 
a. The local school district superintendent. 
b. Regular classroom teachers. 
c. The Area Education Agency (AEA) Administrator. 
d. Special education teachers. 
e. The Area Education Agency (AEA) Director of Special Education. 
6. Principals should be present for all staffing meetings where instructional placement decisions are 
made for children who require special education. 
7. Regular classroom teachers should be involved 1n the placement decision for a special education pupil 
if the child is to be placed in his/her regular education program for a portion of the day. 
8. I feel adequately prepared to function In my role with handicapped pupils. 
9. I have been provided adequate information concerning handicapped pupils through: 
a. college coursework. 
b. inservice programning provided by the Department of Public Instruction. 
c. inservice programing provided by the Area Education Agency. 
d. Inservice programing by the local school district. 
e. the professional organizations of which I am a member. 
10. There should be a limit to the number of handicapped pupils who are placed into a given regular 
classroom at any given point in time. 
11. A nongraded educational program would eliminate the need for special education classes. 
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12. Team teaching by a regular classroom teacher and a special education teacher Is an effective way to 
program for handicapped pupils. 
13. When handicapped pupils are placed in the regular education program for a portion of the day, requiring 
. that education aides be made available to the regular classroom teacher is an effective way to program 
for these pupils. 
14. Periodic visitations and support by special education consultants is adequate In meeting the needs 
of regular classroom teachers who have handicapped pupils placed In their classrooms. 
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Part B. Programming for Severely Handicapped Pupils. (Pupils 
who are weighted at 4.2 and who are generally placed 
1n self-contained classrooms with no Integration) 
15. It is the local school district's responsibility to make provisions for special education programs and 
services to all resident pupils who are severely handicapped. 
16. Programs for severely handicapped pupils should be physically located within regular elementary and 
secondary school buildings. 
17. Program direction for severely handicapped pupils should be developed cooperatively by regular education 
personnel and special education personnel. 
18. Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit pupils who are severely handicapped and who are 
generally served in self-contained classrooms. 
a. Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit severely hearing impaired pupils. 
b. Part time regular classroom placement MlLnfiî benefit children with severe emotional 
disabilities. 
c. Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit children with severe mental disabilities. 
19. One of the benefits of having classes for severely handicapped pupils located in the regular schools 
is social awareness. 
20. Pupils in self-contained classes for the severely handicapped should be placed part time Into regular 
classrooms if deemed appropriate by a staffing team composed of regular and special education personnel. 
21. There is a clear distinction between the responsibility of the local school district and the area 
education agency in programming for severely handicapped pupils. 
22. This question has two parts dealing with class size. 
a. What, in your opinion, is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a severely handicapped pupil (weighted 4.2) is assigned to the regular class, in my opinion, 
the maximum class size should be: 
2 
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(9-12). 
Part C. Programming for Moderately Handicapped Pupils. (Pupils 
who are weighted 2.0 and who are generally placed in a 
self-contained classroom with limited Integration into 
regular classrooms. 
23. It is the local school district's responsibility to provide special education programs and services to 
all resident pupils who are moderately handicapped. 
24. Programs for moderately disabled pupils should be physically located within regular elementary and 
secondary schools. 
25. Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit.pupils who are moderately handicapped and who 
are generally served in self-contained classrooms. 
a. Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit moderately hearing impaired pupils. 
b. Part time regular classroom placement '/ill not benefit children with moderate emotional 
disabilities. 
c. Part time regular classroom placement will not benefit children with moderate mental 
disabilities. 
26.  One of the benefits of having classes for moderately handicapped pupils located within the regular 
schools is social awareness. 
27. Children in self-contained special classes should be placed Into the regular classroom program if deemed 
appropriate by a staffing team composed of regular and special education personnel. 
28. Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to provide instruction for moderately handicapped 
pupils for limited periods of time. 
29.  Program direction for moderately handicapped pupils should be developed cooperatively by regular education 
personnel and special education personnel. 
(a) 
30.  This  quest ion has  two par ts  deal ing with c lass  s ize .  
a. What, in your opinion. Is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a moderately handicapped pupil (weighted 2.0) is assigned to the regular class, in my 
opinion, the maximum class size should be; 
Clem. 
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Part D. Programming for MHilTy Handicapped Pupils. (Pupils 
who are weighted 1.7 and who receive part of their 
Instruction in a special education classroom and 
part of their Instruction in a regular classroom) 
31. It is the local school district's responsibility to provide special education programs and services to 1 ^ 
all resident pupils who are mildly handicapped. 
32. One of the benefits of having classes for mildly handicapped pupils located within the regular schools I 2 
is social awareness. 
33. Children in resource teaching programs and special classes with integration should be placed into the 1 2 
regular classroom if deemed appropriate by the local staffing team composed of regular and special 
education personnel. 
4 5 
•i 5 
34. Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to provide instruction to mildly handicapped 
pupils for short periods of time. 
35. froyram directions for mildly handicapped pupils should be developed cooperatively by regular education 
personnel and special education personnel. 
36. This (|uestion has two parts dealing with class size. 
a. What, In your opinion, is the maximum number of oupils which should be assigned to a leijular 
classroom teacher? 
1 2 
1 2 
E1 em. Sec. 
b, Jf a mildly handicapped pupil (weighted 1.7) is assigned to the regular class, in my opinion, 
the maximum class size should be: 
II. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Please report or check (l^) the items that best reflect your situation. 
1. Please report the total combined number of years of experience as a superintendent of a local school district, _ _ I 
superintendent of a county school system, or administrator of an area education agency or similar intermediate ' [total nuiiiber of 
service agency. years of expiirience) 
2. I'lease report your age to the nearest birthdate. LLC J 
3. Check the item which reflects the total number of college credits (semester liours or quarter hours) earned (age) 
in sj)eciaj_ education coursework at the undergraduate and graduate level. 
a. • Less than 5. 
b. • Less than 10. 
c. • 20 or more. 
d. • 40 or more. 
4. Check the item which best reflects your attendance or training at workshops, meetings, or other inseivice programs 
related to special education without college credit being eai'ned. 
No workshop experience. 
b. f I Some workshop experience. 
c. f I Considerable workshop experience. 
5. Check the following item or items that apply to you. 
^ I am a blood relative to a handicapped person. 
^ ! have a close personal friend who is handicapped. 
I have an acquaintance who is handicapped. 
I have had no real personal contact witii a handicapped person. 
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30.  This  quest ion has  two par ts  deal ing with c lass  s ize .  
a. What, in your opinion, is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a moderately handicapped pupil (weighted 2.0) is assigned to the regular class, in my 
opinion, the maximum class size should be: 
tlem. 
(K-8) 
Sec.  
(9-12)  
Part D. Programming for Mildly Handicapped Pupils. (Pupils 
who are weighted 1.7 and who receive part of their 
Instruction in a special education classroom and 
part of their instruction in a regular classroom) 
31. It is the local school district's responsibility to provide special education programs and services to 
all resident pupils who are mildly handicapped. 
32. One of the benefits of having classes for mildly handicapped pupils located within the regular schools 
is social awareness. 
33. Children in resource teaching programs and special classes with integration should be placed into the 
regular classroom If deemed appropriate by the local staffing team composed of regular and special 
education personnel. 
34. Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to provide instruction to mildly handicapped 
pupils for short periods of time. 
35. Program directions for mildly handicapped pupils should be developed cooperatively by regular education 
personnel and special education personnel. 
36. This question has two parts dealing with class size. 
a. What, in your opinion, is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a mildly handicapped pupil (weighted 1.7) is assigned to the regular class, in my opinion, 
the maximum class size should be; 
= Si 
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II. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Please report or check (|/) the items that best reflect your situation. 
1. Please report the total combined number of years of experience as a director of special education and as a 
special education teacher and/or support service person. (Total number of years of experience in special 
education.) 
2. Please report your age to the nearest birthdate. 
3. Check the item which reflects the total number of college credits (semester hours or quarter hours) earned 
in special education coursework at the undergraduate and graduate level. 
a. • Less than 5. 
b. • Less than 10. 
c. • 20 or more. 
d. • 40 or more. 
(total number of 
years of experlenc 
(age) 
Check the item which best reflects your attendance or training at workshops, meetings, or other inservice programs 
related to special education without college credit being earned. 
a. 
• 
• 
- • 
No workshop experience. 
Some workshop experience. 
Considerable workshop experience. 
5. Check the following item or items that apply to you. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
I am a blood relative to a handicapped person. 
I have a close personal friend who is handicapped. 
I have an acquaintance who is handicapped. 
I have had no real personal contact with a handicapped person. 
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30.  This  quest ion has  two par ts  deal ing with c lass  s ize .  
a. What, in your opinion, is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a moderately handicapped pupil (weighted 2.0) is assigned to the regular class, in my 
opinion, the maximum class size should be: 
tlem. 
(K-8) 
Sec.  (9-12) 
Part D. Programming for Mildly Handicapped Pupils. (Pupils 
who are weighted 1.7 and who receive part of their 
instruction in a special education classroom and 
part of their instruction in a regular classroom) I tl 
31. It is the local school district's responsibility to provide special education programs and services to 
all resident pupils who are mildly handicapped. 
32. One of the benefits of having classes for mildly handicapped pupils located within the regular schools 
is social awareness. 
33. Children in resource teaching programs and special classes with integration should be placed into the 
regular classroom if deemed appropriate by the local staffing team composed of regular and special 
education personnel. 
34. Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to provide instruction to mildly handicapped 
pupils for short periods of time. 
35. Program directions for mildly handicapped pupils should be developed cooperatively by regular education 
personnel and special education personnel. 
36. This question has two parts dealing with class size. 
a. What, in your opinion, is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a mildly handicapped pupil (weighted 1.7) is assigned to the regular class, in my opinion, 
the maximum class size should be: 
El em.' 
(K-B) 
5 
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5 
5 
Sec. 
(9-12). 
II. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Please report or check (I/) the items that best reflect your situation. 
1. Please report the total number of years of experience as a classroom teacher, supervisor, consultant, and/or 
principal in regular education programs. 
c. rieose report your aye to tne nearest birthdate. 
3. Check the item which reflects the total number of college credits (semester hours or quarter hours) earned 
in special education coursework at the undergraduate and graduate level. 
(total number ot 
years of experience) 
(age) 
a. • Less than 5. 
b. • Less than 10. 
c. • 20 or more. 
d. • 40 or more. 
4. Check the item which best reflects your attendance or training at workshops, meetings, or other inservice programs 
related to special education without college credit being earned. 
a. I I No workshop experience. 
b. I I Some workshop experience. 
c. I I Considerable workshop experience. 
5. Check the following item or items that apply to you. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
I am a blood relative to a handicapped person. 
I have a close personal friend who is handicapped. 
I have an acquaintance who is handicapped. 
I have had no real personal contact with a handicapped person. 
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30.  This  quest ion has  two par ts  deal ing with c lass  s ize .  
a. What, in your opinion, is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a moderately handicapped pupil (weighted 2.0) is assigned to the regular class, in my 
opinion, the maximum class size should be; 
El em. 
<K-8) Sec.  (9 -12)  
Part D. Programming for Mildly Handicapped Pupils. (Pupils 
who are weighted 1.7 and who receive part of their 
instruction in a special education classroom and 
part of their instruction in a regular classroom) 
31. It is the local school district's responsibility to provide special education programs and services to 
all resident pupils who are mildly handicapped. 
32. One of the benefits of having classes for mildly handicapped pupils located within the regular schools 
is social awareness. 
33. Children in resource teaching programs and special classes with integration should be placed into the 
regular classroom if deemed appropriate by the local staffing team composed of regular and special 
education personnel. 
34. Regular classroom teachers should be expected to be able to provide instruction to mildly handicapped 
pupils for short periods of time. 
35. Program directions for mildly handicapped pupils should be developed cooperatively by regular education 
personnel and special education personnel. 
36. This question has two parts dealing with class size. 
a. What, in your opinion, is the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a regular 
classroom teacher? 
b. If a mildly handicapped pupil (weighted 1.7) is assigned to the regular class, in my opinion, 
the maximum class size should be: 
a> 
Elem. 
(K-8) 
II 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
Sec. 
(9-12) 
II. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Please report or check (^z) the items that best reflect your situation. 
1. Please indicate the total number of years of experience as a classroom instructor in regular education and 
special education programs. (Total number of years of classroom teaching experience.) 
2. Please report your age to the nearest birthdate. 
3. Check the item which reflects the total number of college credits (semester hours or quarter hours) earned 
in special education coursework at the undergraduate and graduate level. 
a. • Less than 5. 
b. • Less than 10. 
c. • 20 or more. 
d. • 40 or more. 
(total number of 
years of experience 
(age) 
4. Check the item which best reflects your attendance or training at workshops, meetings, or other inservice programs 
related to special education without college credit being earned. 
- • 
• 
- • 
No workshop experience. 
Some workshop experience. 
Considerable workshop experience. 
5. Check the following item or items that apply to you. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
I am a blood relative to a handicapped person. 
I have a close personal friend ivho is handicapped. 
I have an acquaintance who is handicapped. 
I have had no real personal contact with a handicapped person. 
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APPENDIX B: LETTER ACCOMPANYING THE OPINIONNAIRE 
185 
IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
201 Curtiss Hull 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-4143 
January 16, 1978 
Over the past several years, Iowa has made great strides in programming for 
handicapped children and youth. The continued success of appropriate programming 
for individual pupils is dependent upon the understanding and cooperation of many 
individuals. 
The purpose of this opinionnaire is to collect information from the following 
six very important groups: area education agency administrators, superintendents 
of local school districts, area education agency directors of special education, 
school principals, regular classroom teachers and special education teachers. 
Specific information will be gathered concerning attitudes toward the following 
areas : 
(1) the concept of placing handicapped pupils into regular 
education classrooms, 
(2) the respective responsibilities and roles of personnel 
employed in regular and special education, 
(3) the implications concerning the need for preservice and 
inservice training, and 
(4) the various program intervention strategies which may be 
deemed appropriate in serving handicapped pupils. 
Your assistance is very important in helping to identify the issues and in 
developing the rationale for future program directions. The information you 
provide will be kept confidential and will be treated collectively in a manner 
that will not identify you, your school district, or your area education agency. 
After completing the survey, please return it in the enclosed, stamped, 
self-addressed envelope. We would like to have your response by February 3, 1978. 
We thank you for your cooperation in making this study possible. 
Sincerely 
Jiérry <^\Brown 
Graduate "'Student Professor 
Education Administration Education Administration 
186 
APPENDIX C: FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO 
REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 
187 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-4143 
February 6, 1978. 
Dear 
I have a problem and I need your help! A couple of weeks ago I forwarded 
an opinionnaire to you in an attempt to collect information concerning programming 
for handicapped pupils. According to my records I have not received a response 
from you. 
Let me provide you with some additional information in an attempt to solicit 
your support. As I've thought about the survey, you may not have responded.to 
my communication for several reasons. 
First, you may not have believed me when I indicated that the information 
you supplied would be kept confidential. If the coding system that I used made 
you suspicious, I assure you that it was used only so I could place the returned 
opinionnaires in the correct response category, that is, in the administrator, 
superintendent, director of special education, principal, and special education 
or regular classroom teacher groupings. Secondly, the code was used so I could 
identify and subsequently forward a second communication to individuals from whom 
I received no response. 
You may have also believed that your response was not important. In that I 
selected your name on a random basis and as a sample representing the larger 
population of teachers, your response is critical. Quite honestly, teachers have 
not responded sufficiently to represent a sample of the larger population and the 
teacher groups have not responded in proportion to the other groups surveyed. I_ 
believe teachers have something to say and should be heard--won't you help! ! 
The decision to respond or not to respond is yours alone. However, if you 
do not wish to respond to this opinionnaire, would you take a couple of minutes 
to indicate the reason why you didn't respond. I believe the reasons why 
individuals do not respond to certain surveys may be as important as the data 
gleaned from those who do respond. 
I thank you for your consideration in respect to my requests and have a 
nice day. 
Sincerely, 
Enclosure 
Jerry D. Brown 
3077 S.E. 100th Street 
Runnel Is, Iowa 50237 
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APPENDIX D 
Table 114 to Table 125 provides group mean scores and standard 
deviations for the maximum number of pupils which should be assigned 
to regular elementary and secondary teachers and the group mean scores 
and standard deviations for the maximum number of pupils which should be 
assigned to regular elementary and secondary teachers if one handicapped 
pupil were assigned to that classroom. 
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Table 114. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular classroom teacher at the elementary level 
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Table 115. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular classroom teacher at the secondary level 
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Table 116. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular elementary teacher if a severely handicapped pupil 
were assigend to that classroom 
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Table 117. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating 
the maximum number of pupils should be assigned to a 
regular secondary teacher if a severely handicapped pupil 
were assigned to that classroom 
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M < O W < < Py 04 M H W [d H H 
N 64 9 11 51 47 66 248 
S.D. 8.62 6 .65 7.79 7.34 4.90 5.65 6.96 
Mean 21.36 20 .67 19.64 19.78 18.17 18.12 19.47 
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Table 118. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular classroom teacher at the elementary level 
CO 
03 
c M Q) O 
'V .u 
C 
0) u 
4J u 
C CO 
•H •H 
C (U 
cx C 
3 
CO < 
CO 
M G 
CO 4J rH 
iH c o Cd 0 
Cd o (/] q CO 0) •H o Q* W 'H u rH *H M M CI •H 
•H cd w QJ cd 0) •H 0) 4J 
a rH td »H Cd O P- Cd 
G P U u o o CJ CO o 
•H ÙÛ 3 cd 0) cd 
M OJ 'O 0) CLia (U iw 
PM pîj w H c/] w H o W 
o 
H 
N 70 13 65 61 77 9 295 
S.D. 4.06 2.87 3.91 3.64 3.63 3.91 4.33 
Mean 26.99 25.38 24.66 21.98 21.83 21.00 23.84 
Table 119. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular classroom teacher at the secondary level 
CO 
4J CO 
c u en (U o 
T3 u o 
G cd CO 4J rH 
<D M *—1 c u cd C S . 4J •u cd o CO (U •H o 0 CO 
c CO P- 1—4 •H n U -H M ' H  W  
•H •H •H n) -u cu •H 0) 4-> CO -W 01 
c a •H cS fl P P4 CO M CO  ^
m •H C a o a M O 3 U U 
D- <ti g •H cu 3 CO < 3 60 3 rt 
3 V-i A T3 cu § 4-1 73 CU D CU CO CO W H O W (Si Ed H 
68 12 53 66 9 47 
t-H 
cd 
u 
o 
H 
N 255 
S.D. 6.25 3.79 5.15 4.67 5.70 5.02 5.61 
Mean 29.63 28.83 27.47 25.47 25.22 24.43 26.95 
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Table 120. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular elementary teacher if a moderately handicapped pupil 
were assigned to that classroom 
CO 4J CO C U CO Q) O u 13 o 
a 03 (0 H . 
<V r4 p a cd g 0 0 0 u QJ •H O O CO q CO 
c CO u O 'ri M 'H rH •H u 
•ri •H •H •H (U U (Q U cd 4J <D 
U a a Q Pu cd rH 0) •H cd Q) g •H CO U P U o U o O 
eu •H < e <3 00 :3 cd o 3 çd 0 U M 4-1 'O 0) HD 0) PL 'O 0) 
œ FL, < < < 0 W H œ M H 
N 
S.D. 
Mean 
67 63 12 9 61 77 289 
5.42 4.76 5.32 4.11 8.36 4.10 5.96 
22.67 20.73 19.50 19.11 18.49 17.94 19.86 
Table 121. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular secondary teacher if a moderately handicapped pupil 
were assigned to that classroom 
g 
'B M d) r4 
U 0 
•S .5-
M O Q) C 
P. 'H 3 M 
M PLI 
tn 
CO M 
o 
0 •u 
•u rH cd 
V tO c M c C 
eu •H o w q tn 0 CD U "H en rH 'H M -H 0) -W •H CO 4-1 0) cd 4-1 Q) 
P Pu cd c •H ctJ rC i—H cd rH 
w o •H o a U 3 u a Cd 
3 c e QJ 3 CO M 3 cd 4J 
S <4-1 13 W "O A T) <u a) D 0) 0 
< O W ^ < CO Pd H Pi M H H 
N 65 51 9 11 66 47 249 
S.D. 7.80 5.71 6.19 6.28 5.57 5.69 6.57 
Mean 25.23 23.49 22.56 21.45 21.03 20.09 22.53 
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Table 122. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular classroom teacher at the elementary level 
CO 
u CO 
c u m Q) o u 
o 
C CO M +j 1-1 0) M rH u CO C c P 
•y 4-> CO m •H O o M O CO 
c CO PU M O 'H M -H U 1—1 •H u 
•H •H •H •rt 0) to U m CO 4J 0) 
M O Q & cfl t-H cd •H CO H (U •H C CO u 3 O u O U a CO (Z •H < p ÛO 3 (fl 0) 0 CO 3 W M-l X) Q) TS a> Q) o CO < o w OS W H C/D w H H 
72 13 65 10 61 77 298 N 
S.D. 4.02 2.24 3.15 4.47 3.64 3.63 4.19 
Mean 27.00 26.00 24.89 22.00 21.98 21.86 23.97 
Table 123. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular classroom teacher at the secondary level 
CO 
CO u 
M c: CO 
o cu M 
u O 
CO C3 CO u iH 
M m 1—1 c: o CO 0 c 
•U 4J CO o CO 0) •H O O cn 
CO c CL H •H u M O 'H k'H k 
•H •H •H CO Q) •H 0) 4J cd 4-1 a> 
c U O •H CO Q CX CO rH Cfl ^ H 
•H 0) a 0 a u CO u 3 0 0 
< B CU •H 0) :3 CO < 0 60 3 cfl +J W nj 3 U a T) (U 44 T) Q) "O (U o 
<3 < CO PH w H O W PS W H H 
12 70 53 66 10 47 258 N 
S.D. 3.45 6.25 4.59 4.59 5.93 5.02 5.50 
Mean 29.50 29.47 27.49 25.52 25.10 24.43 26.97 
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Table 124. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular elementary teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil 
were assigned to that classroom 
CO 
CO 
(3 !-i to (U G M 
4-1 O 
c M CO 4J I—1 (U r-) U U CO C 
CO •W 01 •H O 
c &. CO u O -H 
•H •H •H •H ID 4J 
u U c o O. CO Q) C •H tn u ÇU •H < B 3 
:3 W M "O w m TJ 
CO < c < o w 
71 64 12 10 
c 0 O CO ou 
I-I -H t-J k'H k 
n) 4J Q) n) 4J Q) 
•rl Cfl H tO ,£3 r-l 
o o a 3 a a rt 
0) 3 ca bO 3 rt 4J 
Pw -a 0) (u T) 0) o 
CO W H pr! W H H 
N 1\ 77 61 295 
S.D. 5.04 4.46 3.52 4.48 3.67 3.76 4.74 
Mean 24.24 22.84 22.00 21.10 19.73 18.69 21.41 
Table 125. Group mean responses and standard deviations indicating the 
maximum number of pupils which should be assigned to a 
regular secondary teacher if a mildly handicapped pupil were 
assigned to that classroom 
N 
S.D. 
Mean 
CO 
w CO 
C w CO Q) G 4J o 
c CO CO 4J TH 0) rH M o CO C c c 4-1 CO 4J 0) •H O O CO o CO 
c a. CO M U -rl H "H S-i M -r) M 
•H •H •rl •H 01 4J CO 4-1 CU CO 4-1 Q) 
M u C O a. CO •H CO .£3 M CO ^ r—i 
<U c •H CO a CJ U U 3 0 0 (0 P- •H <c e < 3 Q) 3 CO bO 3 CO 4J 3 W W-l p. 13 Q) oj -a 0) O C/D P4 o w CO W H erf W H H 
69 52 11 10 66 47 255 
7.37 
26.68 
5.61 
24.87 
4.50 
24.36 
5.90 
24.20 
5.00 
23.08 
5.53 
21.26 
6 .21 
24.18 
